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P REF A c k. 


Ir is well known that the late Declaration 
and Proteſtation accepted by the bulk of the 
Roman catholic gentry and clergy, was not 
ſigned by ſome diſtinguiſhed perſonages a- 
mong them, without reluctance and the aſſiſt- 
ance of comments to explain the objectionable 


parts. A certain number of prieſts and lay- 
men abſolutely refuſed to ſubſcribe it, and 


they have been arraigned for b:gotry, ignorance 
and miſtaken zeal by ſome of their brethren, 
whoſe eſteem they wiſh to recover“. They 
truſt that no doubt can be entertained of their 
loyalty, evinced by their oath of allegiance in 


1778, and they defire to prove that their refu- 


ſal of the preſent teſt ariſes ſolely from ſupe- 
riour motives of conſcience and of truth. _ 
When the Proteſtation was firft preſented 
to them for immediate ſignature, it was the 


* See Lord Petre's Letter to Dr, Horſeley, &c. p. 15. 
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wiſh of their hearts to join their ſubſcriptions 
to the illuſtrious and reverend names, which 
were ſent down with it from the Capital. 
They reſpected theſe names, but they were 
not awed by them. The Proteſtation which 
they recommended appeared to them not to 
wear the calm features of genuine religion: 
It had a proteſtant air which they diſliked. 
In vain did they endeavour to torture it into a 
ſhape which might fit their old principles of 
religion and notions of honour; it ſtill pre- 
ſented clauſes which wounded both. They 
were told that it was the work of a proteſtant 
Peer, and this circumſtance inſpired caution. 
They could diſcover no reaſon why they 
ſhould accept from proteſtant hands a declara- 
ration of catholic principles, which their own 
reſpetable Committee, together with their 
Biſhops, were much better qualified {to frame. 
They could diſcern no demerit in the body of 
Catholics ſince their acceptance of the very 
explicit oath in 1778, which ought to ſubje& 
their conſciences to the reſtriction of new 
fetters. They knew that their religious creed 
muſt appear at leaſt harmleſs to, Miniſters, 
that their attachment to their King and coun- 
try ought to ſatisfy any reaſonable government, 
and they thought it degrading to recommend 

themſelves 


[ vii ] 


themſelves to their Superiours by ſubmitting 


to diſclaim abſurd tenets, which never formed . 


any part of their belief. Removed, as they 
were, from the light of the Capital they were 
perhaps miſtaken, but they conceived it more 
ſuitable to the dignity of conſcious merit to 
ſpeak a manly language, and to demand equal 
protection as a right, inſtead of ſuing for it as 
a favour to be obtained at ſo grievous an ex- 
pence. The pretext of obviating vulgar pre- 
judices, which was urged, appeared weak, and 
had the Declaration even been framed by Mi- 
niſters, they would ſtill have rejected it. 
They were convinced that no poſſible teſt 
would ever ſatisfy men, whoſe minds were not 
already elevated above the vulgar prejudices 
againſt the old religion, which are ſo generally 
inſpired in the courſe of national education in 
this kingdom. Theſe conſiderations power- 
fully induced them to refuſe the Proteſtation, 
and will for ever with-hold them from con- 
firming it with the tremendous ſanction of an 


oath. But there are others of a ſuperiour 


nature, and on theſe alone they mean at pre- 
ſent to reſt their plea, There are clauſes in 
the Declaration which trench upon principles 
nearly connected with their religion, and theſe 
principles, equally inoffenſive to government 
and 
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and reſpettable in themſelves, they can never 
renounce. Each of theſe reprehenſible clauſes 
might furniſh matter for ample diſcuſſion, and 
they may be the ſubjet of future enquiry. 
At preſent they are contented to ſele& for 
the matter of the following Conkderations 
that clauſe by which the Catholics are made to 
proteſt that *they acknowledge no infallibility 
in the Pope, and they have the rather prefer- 
red it, becauſe their other conſcientious diffi. 
culties are nearly connected with it, and they 
conceive it to be a ſubje of ſingular import- 
ance which wants ſome diſcuſſion, 


CONST 


4 


CONSIDERATIONS 
| ON THE 
MODERN OPIN'ION 


OF THE 


FALLIBILITY OF THE HOLY SEE, Se. 


"II — 


CHAPTER I 


The modern opinion receives no authenticity from 
the declaration of the Gallican Clergy in 1682. 
Die ancient opinion not dangerous to civil 
Government. Advantages of it to the Catho- 
lics of Great Britain. 


2 the Declaration of the Gallican 


Clergy in 1682, it was the general perſuaſion 
of Roman Catholics, that the ſolemn deciſions 
of the Holy See on matters of dogmatical 
and moral import are infallible. Since that 
epoch the contrary opinion is aſſerted in many 
ſchools in France, it has been imported with 
other French rareties into this kingdom, and 
it now appears to be the prevailing ſyſtem, 

| B eſpecially 


L 

eſpecially among thofe members of our Catho- 
lic Clergy and Laity, who have ſtudied little 
of either. In this claſs we may venture to 
rank a majority of thoſe Roman Catholics, who 
have lately declared and proteſted, © that they 
« acknowledge no infallibility in the Pope,” 
and they all ſupport the propriety of this de- 
claration upon the authority of the Gallican 
Clergy. On this account it will be proper to 
enquire what degree of authenticity the mo- 
dern opinion, which we mean to combat, has 
received from the Gallican declaration, and 
to this enquiry we allot the firſt part of this 
Chapter. 

Jeſus Chriſt, our divine legiſtator has eſta- 
bliſhed a tribunal in the centre of his Church 
to preſerve the dottrine of truth in times of 
trouble and diviſion, by the proſcription of all 
errors which might affect it. This tribunal 
is neceſlary to the conſtitution of the Church, 
it is viſible, it always exiſts, and its autho- 
rity is infallible. In ſpite of modern preju- 
dices we maintain, that this tribunal is the 
Apoſtolical See, to which ve conceive that 
ſupernatural affiſtance and infallibility are 
promiſed. Hence we conſider its decrees 
on matters of faith and morals as irreformable 
deciſions, whenever in virtue of the words 


« Feed. 
SG 


£5 „ 
* Feed my ſheep, feed my lambs,” John xxi. 
Peter or his lawful ſucceſſor announces the 


oracles of the Holy Ghoſt to the ſhepherds as 


well as to their ſheep, whenever he“ confirms 
his hrethren'' the Biſhops in the common 
preuching of Catholic dogms, Luke xxiii. 
and wheneverhe flefends the Church, of which 
he is the paſtor aud ſingle Head upon earth, 
Againſt the unrelenting efforts of the gates of 
bell. The common and public dottrine of 
the paſtors united to their Head, and a tribu- 
nal ever preſent, viſible, and infallible, 
to condemn errors, are the two channels 
through which Catholic traditions have been 
perpetuated to us, If either of theſe channels 
were obſtruded, the public faith of the 


Church would be expoſed to the danger of 5 


Alteration. | An interruption. in the former 
would deprive us of our habitual ſpiritual 
food; an obſtruction of the latter would open 
a free courfe to the infection of poiſon. 
This is the theology which we profeſs, 
ike we are ſenſible that the ſecond part is 
contraditted by the famous Declaration of the 
Gallican Biſhops in 1682, ſupported by an 
"Edi of the French King Lewis XIV, and 


that the execution of this Edict is diligently 
enforced by the civil Magiſtrates in that moſt | 
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Chriſtian kingdom. In oppoſition to theſe 
potent foes we firſt remark, that the aſſemblies 
of the Gallican Clergy have never enjoyed 
or aſſumed to themſelves the juriſdiction or 
canonical rights of a Council. Nobody is 
ignorant that the aſſembly of 1682, far from 
being approved by the Head and body of the 
Church, has been conſtantly blamed and con- 
tradicted by both. An aſſembly which pre- 
ſumed, by its own authority, to ſtrip the de- 
crees of the ſovereign Pontiff of the charac- 
ter of infallibility, would attempt with an ill 
grace indeed to ſubje& our judgment to its 
own deciſion, eſpecially when the conſent 
and approbation of the Church has been for- 
mally and notoriouſly refuſed to it. 

In queſtions which regard faith or the pre- 
liminaries of faith, ſuch as is the power of the 
Church in matter of dogmatical deciſions, we 
freely own that we know not what is meant 
by the ſtile and title of“ Gallican Church.” 
It is to us a term without meaning, a word 
without a correſponding idea, a mere non- 
entity. We know what is meant by the Ang- 
lican Church and the Greek Church, They 
are Societies of Chriſtians, who have broken 
the unity and have choſen for themſelves 
ſchiſmatical Heads, We know again what is 

fs. meant 
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meant by the Churches of Gaul, the Churches 
of Spain, the Pariſian Church, or the Lugdu- 
nenſian Church. They are portions of the 
one Roman Catholic Church ſituate in France 
or Spain, and governed by particular paſtors, 
authoriſed by and ſubordinate to the firſt 
and common paſtor, head and Biſhop of the 
whole Church. But the appellation, which 
ſuits ſingle Churches, cannot vith propriety 
be applied to a collection of Churches exiſting 
within the geographical limits of a nation, 
unleſs this collection of Churches ſhould have 
a diſtinct paſtor authorized by the Church, and 
ſubordinate to its chief paſtor. This alone 
could form a number of Churches into a 
hierarchical body and give them a diſtin& 
name. The French Prelates ſeem nat to have 
been aware of this important remark, when in 
1682 they aſſumed the pompous title of“ Gal. 
„ lican Church,”* and, at the preſent day, 
when accuracy of language is ſo much wanted 


and ſo much negle&ed, we may aſſert, that 


the fallibility of the dogmatical deciſions of 
the chief Biſhop is not the doctrine of the 


Gallican Church, it is at moſt “ the opinion 


F of ſome churches in Gaul.” In matters 
which regard faith, 'the one church of Chrift 
4s not ſuſceptible of * ſubdiviſion. In 


queſtions : 
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queſtions of diſcipline and privilege Gallican 
church' may have a meaning. but then the 
diſtinction is merely national, it is not hier- 
archical or theological. In our modern days 
of proteſtation, it is as true as when St. Jerom 
wrote it, that “ propter verbum inordinate 
« prolatum, error ſæpe incurritur.“ | 
In fact it muſt never be allowed, that the 
Prelates of any catholic nation aſſembled to- 
gether without canonical form or hierarchical 
ſubordination, can conſtitute a ſeparate church 
to be diſtinguiſhed by a particular name and 
'dofrine in points which regard faith. No 
Frenchman giving an account of his religion 
can ſay, I am a member of the catholic, 
« apoſtolical and Gallican church. If he be 
ſpeaking of diſcipline or immunities or pri- 
vileges or cuſtoms he may be a Gallican; but 
in matters of faith or cannected with faith 
he is neither Greek nor Barbarian, it is tb 
the Roman catholic church alone that he can 
belong. The declaration of the Gallican Bi- 
hops, though wrongly dignified by the hahe 
of © Gallican church,“ gan never then ſupen- 
ſede the right, the obligation of every indivi- 
dual who is invited ta ſubſcribe it, to con - 
front it with the belief of all other catholic 


charehes and to try. it by mole general prin- 
W _ Erples, 


N 

ciples, which are inſeparably conneſted with 
the preſervation of the dogm of faith, Nei- 
ther can the Gallican Prelates pretend to en- 
force implicit ſubmiſſion. They are con- 
vened in their uſual Afſemblies only by the 
will and conſent of the fecular power, they 
never aſſume the divine ſtyle of being © ga- 
* thered together in the name of the Holy 


* Ghoſt,”* to pronounce upon queſtions of faith: 
they never preſent their declarations upon. 


ſuch matters to the Holy See for confirmation, 
though this be an indiſpenſable requiſite even 


for the validity of general councils, and wi th. 


. out it their declarations are merely the opi- 


nions of private men and can never conſti. 


tute the neceſſary doctrine of the nation to 
which they belong. 

If the want of canonical convocation and 
the formal diſavowal of the Holy See muſt 
ever leave the declaration of the French Bi- 
ſhops in 1682 in the rank of private opinions, 
to ſtand or fall by its own intrinſic merit, the 
concurrence of the ſecular power can never 
eſtabliſh it as a truth beyond the reach of con- 


troverſy. There have often been times of 


trouble and confufion, when the Lords of this 
world have 100 eaſily wreſted from their Bi- 
ſhaps / an undiſcerning compliance with their 

| own 
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Eser 
own views, and in ſuch caſes they always ſup. 
port with the weight of their authority the 
timid adulation of their courtly Prelates. 
Every Prince is bound to enforce and ſupport 
the deciſions of the Catholic Church in doc- 
trinal matters, becauſe all kingdoms on earth 
exiſt only to form the great kingdom of Jeſus 
Chriſt; but no Prince has-a power to enforce, 
as a law and as an article of univerſal doc- 
trine, the opinion of only a few national Bi- 
ſhops, eſpecially if he himſelf be the promoter 
of their declaration, and this declaration con- 
tain ſentiments contradicted by the Biſhops 
of all other nations in communion with the 
See of Rome, 

This was preciſely the caſe in France in 
1682. Lewis XIV. was at variance with In- 
nocent XI. and though he appears to have 
been in the right in the main queſtion which 
was at iſſue between them, the pride of power 
prompted him to carry his reſentment to a 
dangerous and unwarrantable length. He 
* demanded from his Biſhops the famous decla- 
ration, of which he did not diſcern the con- 
ſequences, and the Biſhops who yielded eaſy 
compliance thought proper to diſſemble them 
to themſelves. In their turn they demanded 
a royal Edit to ſupport their declaration, 
and 


— - 


C9 1 
and this alone was a confeſſion of its weakneſs. 


They knew that the word of the Sovereign, 
would awe the nation .into filence. Liberty 


of ſpeech would have quickly demonſtrated, 
that the inherent defect of canonicity and 


eccleſiaſtical authority in their declaration, 
could never be ſupplied from the exertions of 
the civil power. In the determination of 
a queſtion, which regards the very principles 
of our obedience to the deciſions of the 
Church the authority of the Monarch and of 
the clown are exaRtly upon a level. 

To mortify the Pope was the object ſteadily 
held in view. Every plume plucked from his 
tiara was deemed a decoration to the epiſco- 
pal mitre. The King was exaſperated, and the 
Prelates aſſumed his paſſions. Without pre- 


tending to infallibility, they pronounced their 


Head to be fallible, the Church was ſcan- 
daliſed, SeQtaries rejoiced, and the voice of 


the Monarch terrified France into filence. It 
could effect no more, and the declaration 


diveſted of the rays of power, which blaze 
around it in France, muſt depend for its in- 
triſic worth, merely upon the agreement and 
perſonal abilities of the men, who were the 


authors of it. The character of ſome of theſe 


Prelates for virtue and learning, forms a pre- 
C A judice 
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judice in favour of their declaration, but this 
very prefumption is weakened by the cer- 
tainty that human conſiderations influenced 
their deciſion. It is not warranted to us by 
the aſſiſtance of the Holy Spirit. The aſſem- 
bly itſelf ventured not to claim the divine 
promiſe, though it preſumed to call | itſelf 
* Gallican Church.” It is undoubtedly 
the agreement of thirty-four reſpectable Bi- 
ſhops, and the Archbiſhop Harlay and. the 
great Boſſuet were at their head. But all this 
forms no more than a human concurrence of 
opinion, and this may eaſily have been ef- 
fected by human intereſts and by the circum- ' 
ſtances of the times. Times and circumſtances 
change, but “che truth of the Lord remains 

TESTER n 
Highly do we deem of the learned, the elo- 
quent Boſſuet, but then in a matter of fact 
which intereſts faith, Boſſuet and an ordinary 
man who has learned his Catechiſm are 
equally enabled to judge, each is furniſhed 
with the ſame principles, and He will apply 
them beſt, who is moſt exempt from pre- 
judice. The whole bufineſs conſiſts in com- 
paring the Gallican declaration with the ge- 
neral belief of the Church, and this is ſecurely 
learned from the central Church, in which all 
others 


CF] 
others are reunited. - We have made this 
compariſon, and we had neither the erudition 
nor the intereſts of Boſſuet to miſ-lead us, nor 
the eloquence of Boſſuet to miſguide others. 
We have found upon the compariſon, that the 
infallibility of the Vicar of Chriſt in dog- 
matical deciſions, was in 1682 the conviction 
of the Roman Church and of every other 
Church in the Catholic world, ſanctioned by 
the uncontroverted perſuaſion and tradition 
of ſeventeen. centuries, and that this general 
harmony of ſentiment was in that year inter- 
rupted by the great Boſſuet and thirty-three 
other French Biſhops, evidently influenced 
and convened only by Lewis XIV. King of 
France. 

Paſſions are not always on the fret, Biſhops 
will not always be dazzled by the ſplendor of a. 
throne, or fettered by the power of an over- 
bearing king. The misfortune is, that a 
wrong meaſure once taken is not eaſily retti- 
fied. The modern Biſhops of France would 
not decide as their predeceſſors did, but ſtill 
they ſuffer that decifion to ſubſiſt. Their 
ſtation much more than their conviction cloſes 
their mouths, We do not aſſert this with 
out reaſon, and as a firſt proof of it we add, 
that the French Prelates, and even Lewis XIV. 
| C 2 himſelf, 


LS N hacks 


9 = - 4 7 12 2 # 2 . — 
* nden 1 


| [ 12 ] | 
himſelf, when their paſſions were huſhed, were 
aſhamed of the raſh deciſion, and by their 
own free act deſtroyed all the force and effi- 
cacy, with which they had pretended to veſt it. 
This is a point of hiſtory which the abettors of 
the French declaration love to forget. They 
cannot however be ignorant, that the De- 
claration arouſed the indignation of the Sove- 
reign Pontiff, whoſe miſcondu@ had perhaps 
provoked it, that it widened the breach be- 
tween Verſailles and the Vatican, and that at 
length the Monarch, ever influenced by the 
true ſpirit of Catholicity, determined to give 
- juſt ſatisfation to the injured Pope. The 
conditions of the reconciliation were, that 
the Prelates, whom the King had appointed to 
Biſhoprics during the diſpute, ſhould revoke 
and diſavow the propoſitions of the Decla- 
ration which the Pope had already repro- 
bated ; that the King ſhould promiſe by letter 
to the Pope, that the Edict, which authoriſed 
the Declaration, ſhould be ſuſpended, that is, 
{hould remain without effect or execution; 
that in conſeqnence of this, the Pope ſhould 
grant Bulls of Inſtitution to the royal No- 
minces in the uſual canonical form. All this 
was announced by Innocent XII. to the Car- 
dinals in Conſiſtory, and each article was ex- 
ally fulfilled. The Prelates who had fate in 
1 | the 


C a8 J 
the aſſembly. and had framed the declaration, 
were not ignorant of theſe ſteps, and they did 
not oppoſe them. The Pope might have de- 
manded ſomething more, many conceived 
it to he his duty, but he judged proper to reſt 
ſatisfied with this reparation for the ſake 
of peace, and he conceived that he had ſe- 


cured by it the rights of the holy See, the 


Intereſts of the Church, and the belief of the 
Faithful. Thus the declaration was conſidered 


as if it had never paſſed, and matters were 


placed in the fituation in which they had ſtood 
before the year 1682. They would ſtill be 
in the ſame poſture, if the civil Magiſtrates 
had not made it a principle of their condutt 
to. perpetuate the diſagreement, by ſupport- 
ing the Edict which the King promiſed to 
annul. It would be a digreſſion from our 
ſubjeQ, to expound the motives of their con- 
Jud. It ſuffices to obſerve, that though the 
dottrine of the declaration has been adopted 
by ſeveral Catholic ſchools in France, it has 
been violently ſupported only by the abettors 
of the Janſeniſt party, and has indeed been 
the firmeſt ground on which they could poſſi. 
bly have taken their Rtand. * From Luther 
| and 


4 Biſhop Fitz-James of Sdiſſons decides that the arti- 


les of the declaration of 1682 ** are not ſimply ſcholaſtic 
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Scipio Ricci the extravagant Biſhop of Piſtoia is ſo fond of 
this doctrine, that to keep it perpetually under the eyes 
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and Calvin to Edmond Richer and Juſtin 
Febronius, + the infallibility of the holy See 
has ever been the object of ſarcaſtic raillery 
and ſophiſtical reaſoning among Innovators, 
and in ſpite of the recantations of the two 
laſt named authors, their ſchiſmatical writings 

| formed 


opinions which may be adopted or rejected at pleaſure, but 
holy truths founded on the word of God, conſtituting a part 
of Chriſtian revelation and tranſmitted to us by a conſtant 
tradition.” 'This language is repeated in ſeveral arrets of 
the French Parliaments between the years 1763 and 1765. 
That of Perpignan in an arrèt of 22. Aug. 1763 declares 
that even a doubt upon theſe truths is the crime of high 
treaſon, The diſavowal of the infallibility of the holy See 
is a principal doctrinal point with the modern profeſſors 
in the new-modelled Univerſities in the Auſtrian ftarts, 


of his clergy, he has printed it this year in the Directory or 
Cartabel of his dioceſe. To edify them next year he will 
probably inſert the liſt of right reverend and reverend Britiſh 
ſubſcriptions to his favourite tenet. All Italy would 
not afford him an equal number, | 


+ Edmond Richer Sindic of the Sorbonne in the reign 
of Lewis XIII. broached the erroneous ſyſtem condemned 
by Rome, ſtigmatiſed by the Gallican Clergy, retracted by 
the author, and zealouſly adopted by the Janſeniſts, in 
which the power of the Keys is ſaid to have been given 
by Chriſt not directly to Peter, but to the whole Church. 
Hence, the ſovereign Pontiff in this ſyſtem is aſſerted to 

18 . exereiſe 
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formed the goſpel of the late Imperial Court, 
and their falſe maxims are daibhy repeated by 

perſons who have never heard their names. 
The ſuſpenſion of the Edict announced in 
the Letter of Lewis XIV. “ demonſtrates to 
evidence, that the Monarch never conceived 
the opinion of the Popes infallibility in dog- 
matical matters to be injurious to the tem- 
poral 


exerciſe merely a miniſterial deputation entirely dependent 
upon the body of the church. 

De Hontheim Biſhop of Myriophyta and Suffragan of 
Trevers under the aſſumed name of Juſtinus Febronius is 
the author of an ill-written and tedious Latin rhapſody of 
whatever has been invented ſince the days of Wicleff to 


vilify the ſacred authbrity of the holy See. The moſt in- 


trepid German reader could not wade through ſuch an 
indigeſted maſs of abſurdities, if it were written upon any 
other ſubject. It has been repeatedly condemned by the 
holy See, ſtigmatiſed by a multitude of Biſhops, cenſured 
by the aſſembly of the Gallican Clergy in 1775, ſolemnly 
retracted by the author before PIUS VI. and victoriouſly 
| refuted by the learned Zacearia. We might ſay more 


of theſe two enemies of catholie unity, if it were not more 


nen to conceal an to anon their errors, 


1 : Lower of Levis XIV. to "RR XII. dated Ver- 
ſailles 14. Sept. 1692. Tres Saint Pere, J'ai toujours 
beaucoup eſpere de l elevation de Votre Saintetẽ au pontifi- 


cat pour l'avantage de Vegliſe et l'avancement de notre 


Sainte religion. J'en ẽprouve maintenant les effets avec 
bien de la joie dans tout ce. que Votre Beatitude fait de 
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- poral rights of ſovereignty, of which he was 
ever fo eminently jealous.” No Catholic ever 


imagined that the infallibility of the holy See 
extends beyond decifions on points of dogm 
and morals ;. and to affect a ſuſpicion of the 
loyalty of thoſe who aſſert this, is an abuſe of 
1 Logic almoſt too groſs to deſerve. an anſwef. 
3 | % It 


grand et d'avantageux pour le bien de lune et de l'autre: et 
comme je cherche à lui en donner des preuves les plus 
fortes, je ſuis bien aiſe de faire ſavoir a Votre Saintetẽ, 
«« que j'ai donne les ordres neceſſaires afin que les affaires 
contenues dans mon edit du 2. Mars 1682 concernant la de- 
claration faite par le Clerge du royaume, à quoi les con- 
jonctures m'avoient oblige n'aient point de ſuite.” Et 
comme je ſouhaite non ſeulement que Votre Saintetẽ ſoit 
informee de mes ſentiments, mais auſſi que tout le monde 
ſache par un temoignage public la veneration que j'ai pour 
ſes grandes qualites; je ne doute pas auſſi que Votre 
Saintete ne reponde par toutes ſortes de preuves et de 
temoignages de ſon affeftion paternelle envers moi. Cepen. 
dant je prie Dieu qu' il conſerve. Votre e heureuſe- 

ment pendant pluſieures annees,”” 
Letter to Innocent XII. written by ſeveral members 
of the Gallican Clergy who had been appointed to Bi- 
4 . ſhoprics by the King between the years 1682 and 1692. 
* «« Cum in hae tanta exultantis Eceleſia felicitate greges 
1 Ohriſtiani omnes paternæ providentiz fructus percipiant, 
5 fuacilemque in ſinum paternæ beneficentiæ veſtræ aditum 
experiantur; nihil accidere moleſtius nobis potuit, quam 
quod eo etiam nunc loco res noſtræ ſint, ut aditus in gra- 
tiam e —_— intercluſus hactenus quodam- 
| modo 
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tt were indeed a ſtrange mixture of preju- 
dice and ignorance to conclude, that becauſe 
we allow the deciſions of the holy See to 
be irreformable in dogmatical diſputes, we 
can think ourſelves bound to obey a Pope, 
who ſhould enjoin us an immoral a, It 
were an affront to Catholics to ſuppoſe them 


capable 


modo videatur. Cujus quidem rei eam fuiſſe rationem pet- 
cepimus quod Nos cleri Gallicani-Comitiis anno 1682 
Pariſiis habitis interfuerimus. Idcircò ad pedes Beatitu- 
dinis Veſtræ provotuti profitemur et declaramus nos vehe- 
menter quidem et ſupra id omne quod diti poteſt, ex corde 
dolere de rebus geſtis in prædictis comitiis quæ ſanRitati 
Veſtrz et ejus prædeceſſoribus ſummopere diſplicuerunt; 
ac proinde quid quid in iiſdem comitiis contra eccleſiaſti - 
cam poteſtatem et pontificiam auctoritatem decretum cen- 
ſeri potuit, pro noni declarato habemus et habendum deela- 
ramus.” Ptzterea pro non deliberato habemus illud quod 
in przjudicium ecclefiarum deliberatum cenſeri potuit 
{mens noſtra non fuit quicquam decernere et ecclefiis noſtris 
præjudicium afferre) prompti ſane in inſigne profundiſſimi 
obſequii quod Sanctitati veſtræ profitemur et reve- 
rentiæ debitz pighus ita nos gerere ut debitam noſtram 
uſque ad extremum vitæ noſttz ſpiritum Sanctitati Veſtræ 
impenſiſſims obedientiam præſtare non ceſſemus : ita ut 
de noſtro pro tuendis eccleſiarum juribus zelo nihil uſquam 
poſſit defiderati, Sic ita perlectis noſtris l' teris ſperamus 
et Sanctitatem veſtram humillime obteſtamur ut Nos 
in gratiam bene volentiamque ſuam receptos tandem Eccle- 
lis ad quas Rex noſter Chriſtianiſſimus Nos nominavit, 
præficere non dedignetur, quò maturius animarum faluti 

D et 
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capable of ſuck an abſurdity, it were à Keen 

reflexion upon the good ſenſe of the nation 
a ſippole | them capable of inputthy it. We 
are convinced that out tertiporal rulers do not 
reaſon fo prepolterouſly, and even the framers 
of our late declaration, do not infer the 6di- 
any ſuch principle. The denial of all in- 
fallibility in the Vicar of Chriſt is there gra- 
tuitouſly inſerted, it ſtands inſulated by itſelf, 
unconnetted with what precedes or follows it, 
it flows from no antecedent, and it leads to 
no concluſion. Indeed we cannot conſider 
that declaration as the performance of 2 
Logician or a Theologian, we cannot admit 
it to be the exact ſtandard, either of political 
or theological orthodoxy. We heartily deteſt 
the wicked dottrines which are ſtigmatiſed 


et Chriſtiana tente dignitati 3 ecclefiarum 
juribus, quod Sanctitati veſtræ pollicemur, ſtudium omne 
noſtrum curamque impendamus. Interim Beatitudini veſtræ 
tanquam Petri Apoſtolorum principis ſueceſſori, totius mili- 
tantis eccleſiæ capiti yeram ac ſinceram obedientiam quam 
jam-promiſimus, iterum promittimus, vovemus ac Juramus, 

ac multos et felices annos pro totius eccleſiz bono ex animo 

precamur.” This letter was ſent to Innocent XII. by each 

Biſhop in particular and in conſequence of i it the deſired 
Bulls of inſtitution were to from Rome to ench of 
the royal nominees. | 


in 


*, 
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in it, but we Fannot renounce a true prin- 
eiple, becauſe: bad reaſoners may infer falſe 


conſequences from. it. And to obviate any 


injurious i imputation, we here loudly declare, 
that we firmly admit the entire and abſolute 
indepgndeper of ſovereign and civil power 


as an inconteſtable and undiſputable truth, 
Which wants not the proteklion of the church 
to enſure 1 it, and is not. ſubjeft to the diſputes 
of Theologians, to the examination of Bi- 
ſhops, or to the confirmation of general 


coyncils. 


The exerciſe of ſpiritual power 
in determining matters of faith, is a preroga- 


tive of an order quite diſtin from ſecular 
authority, the boundaries of each are ſuffici- 
, ently aſcertained and nothing but malice or 


a Catholic an "kour longer. 


D 2 


ignorance will confound them. Every Ca- 
tholic believes an infallibility i in dogmatical 
matters to exiſt in the church in conſequence of 
the promiſe of Chriſt, and indeed if this were 
not a certain truth, he could not rationally be 
The queſtion is 
where this infallibility reſides, and the ſyſtem 
of thoſe who tranſport it from the Pope to the 
epiſcopal body at large is open to the very 
ſame objettion which we have juſt refuted. 
For if it muſt be concluded that the belief 
of inſallibility infers a diſpoſition to execute 


criminal 


. 
I — —— 
l . 
x — — _ — 7” E — 
- = - 
3 
3 —— 2 
- * — — = 
_ . * 


— — 
* — . - 
. = 


3 — 
——— — 


— 
me 


= = + > — — 


*r 


277 . 


—— 


— 
— 


2 
2 


8 


— 
= I 


——ͤä — 


— 
_ - — 


_ 2 — 
— — 


L 20 ] 
criminal injunctions, to murder kings and to 
Vvrong our 'neighbours, it little matters whe- 
ther ſuch injunQtions be iſſued by one Biſhop 
or by many. Indeed if ſuch a concluſion 
were grounded, we ſhould be a band of mon- 
ters incapable of exiſting in civil ſociety. 
Before we proceed to examine the modern 
: dottrine of the fallibility of the holy See in 
itſelf and in its conſequences, another pre- 
liminary conſideration ſeems proper, and it is, 
that from the time when the unity of faith 
was broken in this nation, che oppoſite doc- 
trine has conſtantly formed the ſecurity and 
| comfort of the followers of the ancient reli- 
gion, amidſt the various attempts which have 
been made to weaken or deſtroy their faith, 
Happily they have hitherto had little connexion 
with France either in eccleſiaſtical or civil 
concerns, and the knowledge of the diſpute of 
Lewis XIV. and his Biſhops with the Pope 
has been confined to afew. Our ſcattered Ro- 
man Catholics i in this nation have always con- 
ſidered themſelves as governed in ſpirituals 
by vicars of an infallible head, and their 
reſpe& for their prelates has always equalled 
the exemplary virtues which they have ſeen 
and admired in them. They are now for tho 


firſt 


[#1 ] 
firſt time informed by at leaſt four of their 


fix Biſhops that this perſuaſion is an error, “ 
the intelligence is alarming, and our wiſh is to 


* We hope that we do not miſtake or exaggerate the 
matter of fact. We have heard that the propoſition We 
acknowledge no infallibility in the Pope” is explained by 
ſome to ſignify no more than a declaration, that infallibi. 
lity in the holy See is not a decided article of catholic faith. 
To this, in caſe of need, we would readily ſubſcribe. But 
the- propoſition itſelf certainly imports a full renunciation 
of the belief of any infallibility in the Vicar of Chriſt, and 
the final clauſe of the declaration poſitively debars us 
from admitting any evaſion, which might alter the plain 
and ordinary ſenſe of the words in their common and 
obvious acceptation. This certainly imports that the doc. 
trine of the infallibility of the holy See conſtitutes no part 
whatever of the principles, religion or belief” of the ſuh. 
ſcribers, as the words of the declaration emphatically ex- 
preſs it, Indeed we know that many ſubſcribed and now 
underſtand the propoſition in its full latitude without any ex- 
planation whatever. On the other hand we are acquainted 
with ſeveral ſubſcribers of the Declaration who earneſtly 
wiſh that it were now poſſible to retra& their haſty ſignature, 
We have heard that the reſpectable name of the late Biſhop 
of Comana was happily eraſed before the ſubſcription was 
cloſed, and we know that the whole inſtrument is marked 
with the reflex and decided diſapprobation of another 
Prelate, whoſe acknowledged eminence in the higher ſciences 
would make him, even independently of his epiſcopal virtues, 
the brighteſt ornament a * catholic body and an honour 
to the nation. 


comfort 
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comfort thoſe whom deference for their pa- 
ſtors has induced to fign away with a tremb- 
ling hand the infallibility of the vicar of 
Cariſt, and to ſtrengthen the cautious few, 
who felt their hands ſtiffened in the attempt 
and their pens grown dry. Our deſign is not 
to copy upon this occaſion the learned difſer- 
tations which have been written ſince the birth 
of the reformed ſyſtems of religion, for or 
againſt the infallibility of the Pope. In all the | 
tracts which we have ſeen upon this ſubjeR, 
the queſtion appears to be prejudged before 
it is diſcuſſed and to be treated in an unde- 
cifive manner. A multitude of texts which 
each party trims to its own opinion and a 
large collection of events oppoſed by an 
equally compleat collection of contradiflary 
faQs, conſtitute the bulk of mighty volumes 
written upon this matter; and if from among 
the number we diſtinguiſh the judicious tre- 
tiſe of Laurentius Veith * for the ſolidity and 
cloſeneſs of its reaſoning, we ſtill profeſs that 
we will not borrow one ward from it. Neither 
do we mean to add one tittle to the Pope's 
authority in queſtions belonging to faith, nor 
to detratt the ſmalleſt Point from that which 


be⸗ 


Printed at Auſbourg 1781. 
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belongs to lis venerable brethren the Biſhops. 
Our only aim is to warn our brethren the Ca- 
tholics of Great Britain not to ſuffer the plain 
and eaſy means of preſerving their faith to be 
wreſted from them, not to overturn with their 
own hands the wall of defence which Jeſus 
Chriſt has ereQted in their favour againſt the 
efforts of hell. For this purpoſe we muft 
remind them, that in ſpite of the declamations 
of Wicleff, John Huſs, Luther and Calvin, 
Catholics of this and every other nation, ex- 
cepting the adherents to the Gallican de- 
claration fince 1682, have always conceived 
that conteſts on points of faith, when not 
_ terminated by the Biſhops of the churches in 
which they ariſe, are to be referred to the 
judgment of the holy See, and that the deci- 
fion of the chief paſtor canonically announced 
ſuffices to aſcertain the dogm without appeal, 
by the condemnation of the oppoſite errors. 
If thoſe whom the oracle condemns refuſe ſub. 
miſſion, they are conſidered as ſchiſmatics and 


heretics, and the faithful who ſubmit to the 


deciſion of the ſovereign pontiff, preceded by 
their reſpective paſtors continue to conſtitute 
the body of the church and to form the one 
fold under the guidance of one 'fovereign 
-paſtor. | 

| This 
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This is che catechiſm which we learned and 
have always taught, and it is the dirett conſe- 
quence of thoſe principles which every ca- 
tholic inſtructor delivers concerning the cen- 
tre of unity, the ſeat of truth, the dignity, 
che primacy, the authority, the privileges of 
St. Peter and his ſucceſſors the vicars of 
Jeſus Chriſt. This is the ſource of that re- 
ſpe& and veneration, that ſubmiſſion and pious 
affedtion which our catholic parents and our 
actual prelates have never ceaſed to inſtill 
into us for the perſon of the common father 
of the faithful. They taught us in our infancy 
to diſtinguiſh him from other Biſhops by 
the titles of ſupreme Head, of Biſhop of Bi. 
ſhops, and Biſhop of the catholic church. 
They delivered this doctrine to us as the 
inheritance of catholicity, as the principle 
which enabled them and their anceſtors to 
cling to the pillar of truth amidft the winds of 
dodtrine, which have raiſed ſuch mighty ſtorms 
in our nation ſince the ſchiſm of Henry VIII: 
and in ſpite of the contemptuous ideas of the 
vicar of Chriſt which are propagated in this and 
even in ſome catholic countries, we obſerve 
the old principles yet ſubſiſting in a reſpecta- 
ble number of ancient families among us, 


whom 
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whom we may conſider as the remnants elect 
of Iſrael. 

We cannot however Aifſemble that theſe 
venerable principles begin to be infringed. 
Every perſon, who is acquainted with the ſtate 
of religion in foreign countries, knows that its 
enemies are rapidly executing a deep con- 
rerted plan to compaſs, if it were poſſible, the 
extinction of catholicity, and that to vilify the 
fovereign pontiff and depreciate eccleſiaſtical 
authority is a principal ſhare of this iniquitous 
projet. The erroneous and ſchiſmatical 
| tenets which are countenanced by the ſecular 
power eſpecially in the Imperial dominions 
and in Tuſcany, and the outrageous acts of 
violence, which have been perpetrated againſt 
the doftors and miniſters of the ſanQuary, 
have ſpread deſolation through the flouriſhing 
churches of Germany, Italy and Flanders, and 
it cannot be denied that a certain leven of 
this Imperial moderniſm in religious matters 
is fermenting even among us. The converſa- 
tion of ſeveral and the writings of ſome exhi- 
bit unequivocal proofs of it and diſcloſe a 
ſorrowful proſpett to zealous perſons, who are 
accuſtomed to reflect upon the ſequel of 
events and to obſerve the quick progreſs of 
erroneous maxims which ſoon disfigure the 
| E PM faith 


they ſhall think proper to give us reaſons, we 
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faith of a whole, church. We had an eaſy 
and ſafe means to preſerve it unhurt, a. look 
to the holy place which the Lord has choſen 
for the delivery of his oracles and a firm 
reliance on his promiſes ſufficed to giye us 
ſecurity. We conceived this means of per- 
petuating the purity of our faith to be equally 
neceſſary for the church and advantageous to 
her children, our prelates acknowledge 
that we have never been miſ-led by it 
and that it 1s the channel through which vene- 
rable tradition has been tranſmitted to us. 
But what has happened? At an unexpeRted 
moment we haye been called upon to re- 
nounce without examination our belief of the 
unerring oracle; the ancient tribunal ever 


- preſent, viſible and infallible is overturned, 


and what is ſubſtituted in its place? Our pre- 
lates have not yet told us, they have not even 
alledged the motives upon which they invite 
us to aſſume new principles. We preſume 
that they will in this intereſting crifis ſend 


forth among us a ſolid paſtgral inſtruction to 


fix our principles and direct our conduct amidſt 
the din of the © profane novelties of words“ 
which are now afloat, they know that we are 
ready to yield © rational ſubmiſſion,” but till 


ſhall 
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ſhall endeavour to follow our own. We hear 
on every fide the Gallican declaration of 1682 
mentioned as the model of our aftual renun- 
ciation' of the papal infallibility, and we there- 
fore preſume that for the future we muſt 
fix the infallibility ſo eſſential to religion in 
the conſent of the chiirch or the epiſcopal 
body, to which that declaration preſumed to 
tranſlate it. The conſideration of this Galli- 


can doctrine in itſelf will be the ſubject of the 
enſuing chapter, 
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CHAPTER II. 


Tze doclrine of the fallibility of the holy See in 
dogmatical deciſions and of the neceſſity of a 
1 conſent of the church conſidered.“ 


Tur E rule SR the Gallican Biſhops 
ſubſtitute to the ancient principle is delivered 
in the following words. The Gallican Church 
« declares that in queſtions belonging to faith 
« the ſovereign pontiff holds the principal 
«part and that his decrees extend to all and 
« to every church; that theſe decrees never- 
« 2 are not an irreformable judgment, 

* if the conſent of the church be not joined to 
« them.” | 


E 
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It is remarkable that the Gallican Biſhops in 
che preface to their declaration alledge as the 
edifying motive of, their deliberation the 
deſire of facilitating the converſion and return 
of heretics to the unity of the chyrch. Un- 
doubtedly the article which we haye reported 
will never yield this happy fruit, and we are 
perſuaded that it has never been once em- 
ployed by any Gallican Divine for this pur- 
poſe. The motives of the declaration and of 
the King's edict are too well underſtood in 
France to be diſguiſed by ſuch a pretext. 
Theſe motives could not be publicly avowed, 
and though the veil which is uſed to conceal 
them involves the whole article in obſcurity, 
we diſtinguiſh through the cloud as the 
firſt defect a mere “ä petitio principii, a ſup- 
poſition of the very thing which ought to be 
demonſtrated and which can never be proved. 
It ſuppoſes that a dagmatical decree of the 
holy See may poſſibly deviate ſo far from 
the common dottrine of the church, that when 
it is preſented to the particular churches it 
may meet with general contradiftion; that 
in this caſe, which ſuppoſes the fallibility of 
the tribunal, its decree ought to be reformed, 
and by conſequence that the poſteriour con- 
ſent of the church is neceſſary to enable us 
| to 
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to judge of its validity and catholicity. Now 
this ſuppoſition is falſe in the opinion of all 
Gallican aſſemblies of Biſhops prior to 1682, 
eſpecially that of 1626, it is falſe in itſelf 
if we may judge by the experience of all ages, 
from which not a lipgle example can be al- 
ledged to ſupport it. For to this purpoſe it 
were neceſſary to cite a judicial anſwer of a 
Pope, who pronouncing canonically from his 
tribunal or “ex cathedra”” upon an article of 
faith, had addreſſed as a rule of faith to the 
Biſhops of the church a dogmatical anſwer, 
which had, agreeably to the ſuppoſition, ex- 
cited the general contradittion of the Biſhops 
and the faithful. Controvertiſts indeed cite 
various ancient adts attributed to Popes, but 
then they are perſonal atts, forced or extorted, 
often ill underſtood and worſe interpreted by 
thoſe who alledge them; they are informal 
aQts which bear na relation to the public doc- 
trine of the church and which therefore can- 
not be conſidered as deciſions of a judge 
on a conteſted matter of faith; they are acts 
which bear not the name of Bull or Conſtitu- 
tion or anſwer to the conſultation of Biſhops, 
and which can never prove that decrees of 
ſovereign pontiffs, when veſted with all con- 
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are falſe or ſubjeR to any ſubſequent reviſion. 
As well might it be argued that the ſolemn 
decrees of councils are not itreformable be- 
fore the acceſſion of the conſent of the church, 
becauſe ſome councils have prevaricated in 
certain inſtances, through the weakneſs, the 
ignorance or the ſeduction of the Biſhops who 
compoſed them. Yet every ſtudent in divi- 
nity is acquainted with the ſolid anfwers which 
refute this objection and which place the 

infallibility of lawful and canonical general 
Councils beyond the reach of doubt. The 
aſſemblies or councils where error ſeemed to 
triumph, are excuſed either by a defect in their 
convocation or by want of liberty or of con- 
firmation or approbation of the chief Biſhop, 
or finally the very name of council is refuſed 
to them. It were but common equity to 
reaſon in the ſame manner on the diſputable 
decrees of Popes; and let it not be ſaid that 
the miſtakes of certain councils muſt be 
explained, becauſe true councils repreſent 
the whole church and are certainly infallible. 
For in our turn we contend that the judicial 
decrees of Popes addreſſed to the churches 
in form of deciſive judgments and rules of 
faith enjoy the ſame privilege, and if you ſup- 
poſe that this privilege is not promiſed to 
them, 
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them, your ſuppoſition is arbitrary, you beg 
the very queſtion which you ought to prove. 
Fox let it be obſerved that the ancient ſyſtem 
to which we adhere, is in full poſſeſſion con- 
firmed by the conviction of ages, and in rea- 
ſoning from it we may therefore lawfully 
ſuppoſe it to be proved. You and the thirty 
four French Biſhops, who without any cano- 
nical authority preſume to eſtabliſh a new 
ſyſtem of things, are bound firſt to. diſprove 
the old ſyſtem before you can reaſon from the 
new. The Biſhops of all nations from whom 
we have received our faith conceived the 
infallibility of the holy See in dogmatical 
queſtions to be as neceſſary for the conſtitu- 
tion of the church and the preſervation of 
faith as the infallibility of Councils them- 
ſelves, and till 1682 no catholic Biſhop ever 
ventured to bring one or the other into con- 
teſt. To this we add, that if the infallibility 
of the holy See may, be diſputed or relin- 
quiſhed, the poſteriour conſent of the church 
is inſufficient to ſupply the defect of it. The 
reaſon is, that if the decree of the holy See 
can by any arguments be proved to be re- 
formable before the conſent of the church, 
the very ſame arguments will prove it to be 
juſt as reformable after the conſent of the 

Church, 
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church, as it was before. This is a capital 
reflexion which we will duly unfold, when we 
ſhall have made ſome other remarks upon the 
words of the Gallican article. 

It allows that the ſovereign pontiff holds 
the principal part in the decifion of queſtions 
belonging to faith. This is an unmeaning 
Gallican compliment deſtitute of candour and 
ſincerity. The part which it leaves to the 
Pope is not the part of authority, it is merely 
miniſterial. The courtly prelates were afraid 
of running counter to the eſtabliſhed ideas of 
a great catholic kingdom, they found it neceſ- 
fary to ſhew ſome reſpe to the ſenſe of the na- 
tion. They therefore give words to the Pope, but 
in reality the part which they leave to him in 
dogmatical judgments is only that of a fore- 
man of a committee, who takes previous i in 
formations and moves the reſolves. The 
aſſembly of jthe udges will decide. It is an 
illuſory compliment, he is called judge, he 
has even. given a charge, but if the court 
which may diſcuſs and review it ſhould differ 
in opinion from him, he will only have the 
honour of pronouncing a definitive ſentence 
which is not his own, The Gallican article 
ſeems to leave ſomething to the Pope, but it 
really robs him of all, 

ve 
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We next aſk whaj meaning can bg afhixed to 
the wards which lay, © that the Papg's fecrges 
extend do fell churches ang to cach of them.“ 
This indeed will be true when his decrees 
ſhall baye been reviſed, approved and con- 
firme hy all ang each of theſe churches, In 
the meap time they are addreſſed by the Pope 
to all churches, but they do not extend to all 
churches as rules of faith, they will ngt pre- 
ſerye them from the contagion of hereſy till 
they are declared to be Freies and this 
quality ſo eſſential to their validity muſt he 
conferred by the poſteriour conſent of the 
church. It is then this eonſent of the church 
duly notified and aſcertained, it is not the 
decree of the holy See which extends to all 
churches to maintain them in purity of faith, 
it is the conſent of the church which alone 
can give to the decree of the boly See the 
name and quality of a deeiſion. Till this 
conſent be given, it is merely an ambiguous 
ſentence which may yet be reformed and 
altered, it is no more than tbe paſtoral inſtrug- 
tion of any other Biſhop, which if honoured 
by the acceptation and confirmation of all the 
diſperſed churches, might alſo become a rule 
of faith and a ſufficient condemnation of 
error. It is then à mockery upon the holy 
i | F . 
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See to acknowledge that its decrees extend to 
all churches and at the ſame time to make the 
validity of them depend upon the act of 
ſubaltern juriſdiftions. They are extended 
merely i in words, they are cramped and con- 
fined in faQt, and the pretended extenſion of 
them to all churches i is a compliment equally 
idle and inſincere as that other, which ſtrip- 
ping the holy See of its prerogative affefts to 
leave to it the principal part.in the deciſion of 
matters of faith, 


We now come to the 3 of the 
famous article which theſe unmeaning terms 
of deference and reſpeQ were contrived to 
introduce. The novelty of the condition on 
which it makes the infallibility of the papal) 
deciſion to depend throws us into a tremour. 
After conſidering it in eyery point of view, 
it ſtil} appears evident, that if the deciſions of 
the holy See are not irre formable without this 
Gallic condition, the acceſſion of it can never 
give them the charaQer of infallibility, and 
of courſe that innovators muſt ever have an 
eaſy method of eluding and evading the con- 
demnation of their errors. If this be proved, 
it will follow that the Gallican declaration 
„vas a ſtab to catholicity in the kingdom of 
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F rance, 35 and it may be added, that the 
Innovators of the times, whoſe dark intrigues 
had either produced or fomented the unfor- 
tunate diſagreement between the King and the 
Pope, have exattly availed themſelves of the 
advantages which their declared enemies the 
King and the Biſhops unwarily afforded them: 
During the diſfenſion they flattered the Pope, 
they even extorted praiſes" and commenda- 
tions from him, and in the end he was ſe- 
verely puniſhed for having given countenance 
to perſons, whoſe only aim was to betray him 
and to ſubvert 'the church of which he was 
the chief paſtor and Head. The ſtate of the 
Gallican church ſhews their ſucceſs and we 
maintain that it has been greatly favoured by 
the concluſion of the declaration, which we 
proceed to examine. 


lt may here be remarked, that the two ſoreſt wounds 
given to the catholic cauſe ſince the ſchiſm of Luther, 
originated from the worldly policy of Gallican Prelates. 
The firſt was the preponderance given to the Proteſtant 

arms during the thirty years war and the ſecuring of it in 
the treaty of Weſtphalia, with the alienation of catholic 
Biſhoprics, &c. effected by the Cardinals Richelieu and 
Mazarin, The ſecond is the renunciation of the infallibi- 
lity of the holy See by Boſſuet and the other courtly Biſhops 
in the Aſſembly of 1682. 8 
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ties which ariſe diretlly from the Gallican 


"WF 
= this infaftibficy of the Hoh Ses depend 
the potteridur streut ot al ebafer, 


confiſt, indi in what form mult itbe Ade u ma- 
nifeſt? Which! is the church. whoſe confent is 


| requiſite, and what | lapſe of time A necellary 
to aſcertain this .conſent?. Mult 
be uniform and univerſal, or in. caſe 0 fa divi- 


conſent 


ſion among the Wie church es, by what 
muſt we abide ? Theſe, are On enqui- 


article and to which it furniſhes no anſwer no 
eclairciſſement whatever. And yet it was 
incumbent upon the Gallican aſſembly who 
would introduce a new ſyſtem, to fix moſt 
preciſely a rule by which the faithful might 
eaſily diſcriminate what is affeQtedly called 
* Tranſalpine doftrine” ' from what is with 


equal affefation ſtiled “ Gallican UbArine” 


upon this nice point, Never was perlpicuity, 


*precifion and accuracy more wanted. Reaf6n 


leads us to expett a ſupplement to the pretend- 
ed and now exploded' infallibility of the holy 


See, a new ray of light to guide Peter's bark 
to a more ſecure haven than that in which it 


has hitherto been ſheltered, but alas! we find 


nothing but affected darkneſs and diſcourag- 
ing obſcurity. We are not ſurpriſed at it, 


the 
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the'atteinpt was hazardous and the able hands 
to Which it was entruſted found it a taſł de. 


yohd their ſtrength. For to returſt to the na- 
ture of the conſent whith they require, 18 It 


an Expreſs, conſent notified to the public by 
juridical acts? Is it the conſent " ſome 
churches joined to the ſilent acquieſcente of 
others? Is it a conſent given by way of exa- 
mination, judgment and reviſion? Is it a 
ſimple acquieſcence of reſpe& and obedience ? 
Shall a conſent ſuffice which is founded. on the 
more common and certainly more probable 
opinion of papal infallibility in matters of 
faith ? Or muſt it be a conſent which ſuppo- 
fes the fallibility of the firſt tribunal and the 
neceſſity: of a reviſion of its decrees, to give 
them the infallibility requiſite to conſtitute a 
law? Again, of what church muſt we await 
the conſent, to validate the .decrees of the 
holy See ? Is it of all the catholic church, 
withbut exception of a ſingle dioceſan Bi- 
mop? We have read that one of the Galli. 
dan Prelates, che Biſhop of Tournay, demand- 
edi this condition in 1682 and that his demand 
was reje bed. Is it che conſent of the church 
aſſembled inbanci}? Certainly this was not 
tlie meuning of che 'afſembly of 1682, nay 
tity meant to obviate this known pretenſion 
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of. Innovators of every age. Therefore it 
muſt be the conſent of the churches diſperſed. 
But ſhall, the conſent of the majority of dif. 
perſed Biſhops without the Pope, or that of 
the minority with the Pope decide the que- 
ſtion? In. the new ſyſtem both theſe caſes 
are pollible. If 92 majority ſhould differ 
from the Pope, where are we to acknowledge 
the. authority of the church to teach, the 
te Eccleſia docens' ? Will it be on the ſide of 
the Pope with his fewer Biſhops, or on the 
fide” of the greater number ſeparated from 
their head? Finally how many years are re- 
quired to preſume the conſent of the diſperſed 
churches, and when ſhall we be authoriſed to 
conſider as refractory innovators thoſe, whO 
refuſe ſubmiſſion to the decrees of the holy 
o_ by which errors are condemned? 

/- Theſe queſtions are not mere fruits of ima- 
gination inyented at pleaſure to perplex the 
diſpute, the Gallican Biſhops have been a 
thouſand times diſtreſſed to anſwer them ſince 
1682. Before that period they were never 
objeted. Jeſus Chriſt had not abandoned 
his diſciples to ſuch difficult diſcuſſions. He 
had provided for every difficulty by the viſi- 
bility of the tribunal which he had eſtabliſhed 
in the centre of his church, at which his vi- 
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eur preſides. But fince this precaution could 
not ſuffice for the Gallican prelates and the 
modern Anglo-Gallican catholics of Great 
Britain, fince they think proper for greater 
ſecurity to require the poſteriour conſent of 
the diſperſed churches, let us examine with. 
out prejudice the full value of this poſteriour 
conſent which we muſt now await, let us ſee 
what it really operates in regard of papa) de- 
crees in dogmatical matters. 

For an inſtant we will ſuppoſe with the ca- 
alice: world and with all the churches of 
France till 1682, that the decree of the holy 
See on a matter of faith is deciſive and irre- 
formable, in virtue of the aſſiſtance of the 
Holy Ghoſt promiſed to the tribunal to which 
the appeal is made, and which has pronoun- 
ced its ſentence upon the cauſe. In this ſup- 
poſition a doubt cannot be entertained of the 
ready acceſſion of the diſperſed churches, 
which by their actual union with the firſt 
church conſtitute what is called the viſible ca- 
tholic church. Jeſus Chriſt has promiſed in- 
defedtibility to his church whether teaching or 
taught. She muſt always be viſible by the 
union of the members with the Head. A ſpe- 
cial providence of God will always ſecure 
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of this providence that no Biſhop ſhall ſepe- 
rate himſelf from the church, or that no na- 
tional church ſhall ever engage in ſchiſm; 
but by whatever principles the Biſhops of the 
diſperſed churches may act, it is abſolutely 
impoſſible that after the promulgation of a 
decree of the holy See, ſuch a conſent ſhould 
de wanting as ſuffices'to enable us to diſcern 
and know the true catholic church, that is, the 
flock of Jeſus Chriſt gathered and united un- 
der the guidance of his vicar upon earth. 
The mark or ſign of viſibility muſt always be 
the union of the members with their head in 
the profeſſion of the ſame dogms and the de- 
teſtation of the ſame errors, and by conſe- 
quence, the ſubmiſſion of the diſperſed churches 
to the dogmatical decrees iffued by the chief 
paſtor of the firſt church, mother and miſtrefs 
of all other churches. Now in this ſuppoſi- 
tion it is not the poſteriour conſent which 
fixes the ſeal and mark of infallibility upon 
the decree, it is the antecedent irreformability 
of the decree which operates the poſteriour 
conſent of the churches, and this, as we have 
proved, happens in virtue of the indefeRiibility 
and perpetual viſibility promiſed by Chriſt to 
his church. In this caſe then we wait for the 
conſent of the church, not to enable us to 
. judge 
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judge of the irreformability of the decree, 
but to judge of the churches themſelves, and 
to diſcern thoſe which will ſhew themſelves 
catholic from thoſe. which will forfeit that 
title. 

This is the natural order of conſequences, 
The new opinion of the fallibility of the holy 
See inverts this plain order. It places the 
effect before the cauſe. It preſents to us that 
poſteriour conſent of the church which adds 
nothing to the decree but the neceſſary obe- 
dience warranted by providence, as the ſource 
of the validity and authoricy of the decree 
Itſelf. Now this is an inverſion of the natu- 
ral order of events ſo very palpable ſo very 
prepoſterous, that even in France the right 
order of things has been naturally reſumed, as 
often as there has been occaſion of ſubmitting 
to the decrees of the holy See in matters of 
faith. Hardly was the famous Bull © Unige.. 
“ nitus'* notified to the faithful in the uſual 
form, it had not yet received the poſteriour 
conſent of the church, the new Gallican mark 
of irreformability, when the whole epiſcopal 
body of France and of every other nation 
together with all catholic people immediately 
conſidered the opponents of the Bull as re- 
fraQtory perſons, who were breaking the unity 
en G of 
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of this providence that no Biſhop ſhall ſepa- 
rate | himſelf from the church, or that no na- 
tonal church ſhall ever engage in ſchiſm; 
but by whatever principles the Biſhops of the 
diſperſed churches may act, it is abſolutely 
impoſſible that after the promulgation of a 
decree of the holy See, ſuch a conſent ſhould 
be wanting as ſuffices'to enable us to diſcern 
and know the true catholic church, that is, the 
flock of Jeſus Chriſt gathered and united un- 
der the guidance of his vicar upon earth. 
The mark or ſign of viſibility muſt always be 
the union of the members with their head in 
the profeſſion of the ſame dogms and the de- 

teſtation of the ſame errors, and by conſe- 
quence, the ſubmiſſion of the diſperſed churches 
to the dogmatical decrees iſſued by the chief 
paſtor of the firſt church, mother and miſtrefs 
of all other churches. Now in this ſuppoſi- 
tion it is not the poſteriour conſent which 
fixes the ſeal and mark of infallibility upon 
the decree, it is the antecedent irreformability 
of the decree which operates the poſteriour 
conſent of the churches, and this, as we have 
proved, happens in virtue of the indefeRibility 
and perpetual viſibility promiſed by Chriſt to 
his church. In this caſe then we wait for the 
conſent of the church, not to enable us to 
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judge of the irreformability of the decree, 
but to judge of the churches themſelves, and 
to diſcern thoſe which will ſhew themſelves 
catholic from thoſe which will forfeit that 
title. 

This is the natural order of conſequences. 
The new opinion of the fallibility of the holy 
See inverts this plain order. It places the 
effect before the cauſe. It preſents to us that 
poſteriour conſent of the church which adds 
nothing to the decree but the neceſſary obe- 
dience warranted by providence, as the ſource 
of the validity and authority of the decree 
itſelf. Now this is an inverſion of the natu- 
ral order of events ſo very palpable ſo very 
prepoſterous, that even in France the right 
order of things has been naturally reſumed, as 
often as there has been occaſion of ſubmitting 
to the decrees of the holy See in matters of 
faith. Hardly was the famous Bull © Unige- 
« nitus'* notified to the faithful in the uſual 1 
form, it had not yet received the poſteriour 
conſent of the church, the new Gallicanmark 
of irreformability, when the whole epiſcopal 
body of France and of every other nation 
together with all catholic people immediately 
conſidered the opponents of the Bull as re- 
fraftory perſons, who were breaking the unity 
b G of 
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of catholic faith. The reaſon of this was, 
that firſt principles of religion are happily ſo 
rooted in nations which have long cheriſhed 
catholicĩity, that in times of trial they will ap- 
pear and take their natural effect. Much time 
and many efforts are requiſite to efface the 
remembrahce of them. 

Let us now change language and ſuppoſe 
on the other handthat ſince 1682 the tribunal 
of the holy See has no claim to the promiſe of 
the Holy Ghoſt, that its decrees are ſubject to 
error and liable to be reformed, till they have 
received the ſanction of a poſteriour conſent 
of the church. Then they are thus reformable 
only becauſe the tribunal which iſſues them is 
fallible, or negle&s the means to inſure in- 
fallibility. Now we aſk, what is added to the 
authority of the tribunal by the poſteriour 
conſent of the church or the diſperſed 
churches? Nothing but what is equally falli- 
ble in itſelf, nothing but what is equally de- 
fective from the neglettof thoſe means which 
are 'requifite to inſure infallibility. "Thoſe 
who deny the infallibiliry of the tribunal of 
the holy See, muſt and will atfo maintain that 
the diſperſed Biſhops, each one in bis own 
See, havenot a divine promiſe of infallibility, 


unleſs indeed in this Tenſe, that their acceſ- 
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ſion to the decree of the firſt paſtor is promi- 
ſed by Chrift and founded on the indefe&i- 
bility and viſibility of the church, as has been 
explained: but in this fenſe, which ſuppoſes 
the infallibility of the holy See, there would 
be no need of waiting for the poſteriour con- 
ſent, becauſe it cannot fail to ſuch a degree 
as to render the church inviſible or undiſtin- 
guiſhable to her children. This certainly is 
not the meaning of thoſe who ſubſtitute the 
poſteriour conſent, for it would thus be illu- 


ſory, trifling, and would give us no new inſor- 
mation upon the ſubject. We muſt then take 


the Gallican article in the natural ſenſe meant 
and deſigned by the authors of it. Now in 
this ſenſe, the opponents of an apoſtolical de- 
cree of the holy See will never make any ac- 
count of the poſteriour conlent of the dif. 
pexſed churches, becauſe thele churches have 
{till leſs authority than the Roman Church, 
and each of them employs {till leſs than that 
firſt church the means to which the aſſiſtance 
of the Holy Ghoſt, that is, infallibility of de- 
eiſion is attached. This primary church forms 
a tribunal, fallible indeed in our preſent ſup- 
poſition and whoſe decrees may be reformed, 
but ſtill where queſtions of faith are ſeriouſly 
diſcuſſed and the parties are heard hefore 
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judgment is pronounced. A ſuperiour tribunal 
then is requiſite where all the proceedings of 
this fallible tribunal muſt be reviewed and re- 
conſidered, where a new juridical examination 
of the reaſons of both parties muſtbe inſtituted, 
or if this be omitted, the poſteriour conſent 
will never ſupply the inſufficiency of the firſt. 
tribunal which is ſuppoſed to be fallible and 
liable to miſtake. 

Let it not here be ſaid, that by this mode of 
reaſoning we favour appeals to future councils 
from dogmatical decrees which the church 
has accepted. We well know that ſuch ap- 
peals are illuſory and ſchiſmatical, but we fear 
that thoſe who reſt the infallibility on the 
poſteriour conſent, both favour and authoriſe 
them to be made. For our part we have never 
doubted but that the diſperſed churches actu- 
ally in communion with the primary church 
form a body of common doftrine, which is the 
living evidence, the perpetual and infallible 
proof of the tradition of all ages. We be- 
lieve moreover that this unanimity of con- 
ſent forms the rule of the tribunal eſtabliſhed 
by Jeſus ( Chriſt, and is the ſource of the irre- 
formability of its decrees on dogmatical mat- 
ters. For the holy See being the centre in 


which all the articles of common  doftrine are 
reunited, 
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xeunited, it is always upon the evidence of 
this common dofrineg carefully gathered and 
| preſerved in the central church, that under 
the influence of the Holy Spirit the condem- 
nation of error is grounded. In conſequence 
of ſuch condemnation, preceded by the peace. 
ful and uninterrupted tradition of catholic 
dogms, the diſperſed churches will always 
maintain the common dodtrine which they al- 
ready taught, and in conſequence of the pro- 
miſe of Chriſt they will maintain it in a man. 
ner, that ſhall ſecure the indefectibility and 
perpetual viſibility which Chriſt has equally 
promiſed to his church. Their acceſſion to 
the decree of the tribunal will be founded up- | 
on the irreformability of the oracles of this 
tribunal, upon the conformity of them with 
the common dottrine of the diſperſed churches, 
which the holy See can never miſtake, be- 
cauſe it is the ſource, the principle and the 
centre of it. The acceſſion of the diſperſed 
churches to the decrees of the firſt and prin- 
cipal church on matters of faith therefore 
evidently ſuppoſes the infallibility of the de- 
ciſion, it does not operate or effect it. A ca- 
tholic who reaſons in this ſound manner can- 
not be ſuſpeQed of favouring ſchiſmatical ap- 
| the 7 peals 
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peals from dogmatical judgments of the holy 
See announced to the paſtors of the church 
as rules of doQrine, to preſerve them and 
their flocks 'from the contagion 'of error, 
What we have already advanced and what we 
ſhall now add, is only ſaid in the ſuppoſition 
of the new ſyſtem, which ſhifts the infallibility 
from the firſt tribunal to the inferiour juriſ. 
diQions. | TR 
Now in this new ſyſtem which would autho- 
riſe us all to conſider the decrees of the firſt 
tribunal as reformable, innovators who appeal 
from theſe fallible decrees, will neveracknow., 
ledge any thing in the ſubſequent conſent of 
the diſperſed churches more than is really and 
in fact contained in it, that is, an adheſion of 
reſpea, of ſubmiſſion and obedience. They 
will always demand, as they have done in 
France, a tribunal ſuperiour to that which has 
condemned them, where their cauſe may be 
_ 're=heard and definitively and contradiftorily 
decided. A catholic who acknowledges the 
authority of Chriſt's vicar in cauſes of faith, 
finds no difficulty to annihilate theſe ſchiſma- 
tical pretenſions. A catholic who diſavows 
or modifies this authority is wofully perplexed, 
The Gallican medium between the decrees of 


the holy See and thoſe of a general council 
g will 
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will not ſuffice. For the opponents of the fal- 
lible decree of the holy See, by parity of rea- 
ſon, will attribute to the poſteriour conſent of 
the diſperſed churches the ſame want of infal- 
libility, the ſame neglett of the means to which 
it is attached, on which they ground their ex- 
ception againſt the infallibility of the holy See. 
Hence the opponents of the dogmatical con- 
ſtitution “ Unigenitus” in France have con- 
ſtantly affected a violent zeal for the Gallican 
declaration of the fallibility of the holy See, 
as if the inſufficiency of that Bull were clearly 
expreſſed in it. If we had the misfortune to be- 
lieve the holy See fallible in dogmatical deci- 
fions and were not otherwiſe perſuaded of the 
truth of the doctrine which that Bull delivers, 
we ſhould not eaſily be convinced by the weak 
ſupport of the poſteriour conſent which the 
Gallican declaration ſeems to add to it, 
Hence we are led to conſider this feeble ſub. 
Kitute in its conſequences, and they will ſtill 
more convince us of the danger, eſpecially in 
he | preſent times, of deviating from neigt 
maxims. 
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CHAPTER III. 


* The new doftrine of the fallibility of the holy 
| See in dogmatical deciſions confidered in its 
conſequences.” 


« ke OR muſt be herefies.”” Every age 


of the church has witneſſed the riſe, the pro- 
greſs and the extinction of them. They are 
all at firſt palliated and timid, they grow hardy 
in proportion to their ſucceſs. The public 
faith is alarmed, paſtors condemn the new 


errors, and the innovators viſibly oppoſed by 


the preſent doctrine of the church, appeal to 


that of the firſt ages, which they pretend to 


have been forgotten and negletted. They 
demand a new examination of the ſenſe of 
| ſcriptures and of the monuments of tradition. 
The weak in faith are dazzled with this ſhew 
of erudition, they quickly learn to confider 
the inſtruQions of their paſtors, who are the 
eſtabliſhed judges of faith, as private opinions 
liable to uncertainty and open to diſcuſſion. 


Nute very inſtructions are filled with citations 
and 
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ani reaſoning and they are quickly op- 
poſed by other citations and other inve- 
ſtigations. The judge ſubmits to become 
a party, he commits his authority; every 
thing degenerates into diſpute and each 
one takes his ſide. During the ' progreſs of 
this theological warfare the new error gains 
ground, ſome Biſhops ſeduced by flattery or 
by vanity protect the growing ſe, and with- 
in a period of years, a dioceſe, a diſtri, a na- 
tion has changed its faith. The church loſes 
her children; ſhe regrets them, but ſhe is not 
impoveriſhed. She fees the defection of her 
miniſters, ſhe ſighs for the loſs and ſhe replaces 
them by others. She cuts off corrupted mem- 
bers and her fpouſe comforts her with the 
perſeverance of the bulk of the faithful. 
Theſe revolutions have happened in paſt ages, 
they were foretold, and it ſuffices to know 
mankind to foreſee that they will re-appear in 
thoſe ages which are to ſucceed; The reme- 
dy for thoſe who may be ſeduced and the 
preſervative for the ſound in faith are equally 
pointed out. They need but convince them- 
ſelves of the providence and vigilance of God 
over his church, and they are fecure. If they 
conſider the church of Chriſt as a political 
community in which all bufineſs is conducted 


upon maxims of human prudenee and the cal- 
H culation 


\ 
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„ 
culativn of probabilities, [their faith will be 
endangered. If they believe the church to be 
ſupernaturally governed by che aſſiſtance of 
the Holy Spirit, in the day of danger they 
will ſtand ſecure. The ſtorm may roar, 
they will ſay, but God will allay the winds 
and ſmoothe the waves. Jeſus Chriſt has 
fareſcen all the trials of his church and he has 
provided a remedy for every diſaſter. He 
has erected a tribunal in the centre of his 
church, the cauſe will be referred to it, the 
tribunal will pronounce in virtue of the di- 
vine promiſe and it will maintain the actual 
dottrine of the church, which being the 
common dottrine muſt undoubtedly be true. 
It will ſtrip the maſk from error, it will re- 
probate novelty in faith, which can never ap- 
proach to this tribunal but to meet its own de- 
ſruttton. Pious and humble ſouls will ſub= 
mit, proud and haughty minds will break the 
unity and will end in fchiſm.*”” Such is the 
plain order of providence for the preſervation 
of the unity of faith, and it is our duty to be 
contented with the ſimplicity of its ways. 
| If you will conſider religion as an human 
fcience, you wilt ſwell in pride. If you con- 
fider it as the firſt born of heaven, it will in- 
ſpire humility, the only ſcience which Jeſus 
its divine author vouchſafed to teack to man. 
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If you add any thing human to the work of 
God under pretext. of making the tribunal e- 
reQed by God more: conſpicuous, you will 
involve it in darkneſs. If you preſume to 
add human ſupports to it, you will weaken 
thoſe on which God has ordained it to reſt, 
This tribunal was placed on the height of 
the holy mountain, in the centre of the pri- 
mary church, we could not miſtake it, and its 


.oracles never. deceived us. But what mil- 


chiefs muſt enſue, if theſe oracles, though pre- 
ſented to us in all the form of deciſive de- 
crees, are diſcovered not to be final deciſions, 
till they ſhall have ſucceſlively paſſed the re- 
view of all. the inferiour churches, till they 
hall have been ſubjected to a new examina- 
tion? What muſt enſue, if, conſidered as the 
work of the firſt tribunal, they may poſſibly be 
vehicles of error and liable to be reformed ? 
Tf this be the caſe, we immediately ſee, that 
the tribunal which we conceived to have been 
ereted by Jeſus Chriſt to decide and judge, 
is not the tribunal which really decides and 
judges. We are ſent in queſt of a multitude 
of ſeparate decifions, and we are perfectly 
bewildered in the fearch. When ſhall we ar- 
rive at the laſt which muſt finally compleat 
the deliberation? When ſhall we find the laſt 


epiſcopal 
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epiſcopal See, whoſe judgment in form of ad- 
hefion or acceptation will give the character 
of a deciſive decree to the Bull of our holy 
Father N. N. Pope and vicar of Chriſt, which, 
though it preſumes to call itſelf deciſive, is 
yet only an informal alt of ſuſpected and 
doubtful authority? what a painful enquiry! 
what a diſmal uncertainty! what a perplexity 
introduced into the fimple ways of God ! 4 
But our ſearch will end as ſoon as we ſhall 
have obtained due knowledge of the acceſſian 
of the diſperſed churches to the doftrine 
which the decree propoſes. Then at leaft, 
whatever we may think of the tribunal itſelf, 
its decree muſt be conſidered. as irreformable 
and we may ſubmit to it in perfect ſecurity. 
But if we believe the tribunal to he fallible, 
we may and we ought in the mean time to 
ſuſpend and withold our ſubmiſſion. We are 
not ignorant that this is the doftrine of the 
abettors of the Gallican declaration, and that 
they ground the reformability of the decrees 
on the ſuppoſed fallibility of the tribunal, But 
this is the very thing which they will never 
prove and which we ſhall never comprehend. 
For not to inſiſt here on the woful perplexity 
in which they leave us and the difficulty af 
obtaining 
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obtaining a deciſion on an eſſential point, 
the very ſuppoſition is as abſurd, as to imagine 
that the ſovereign power of a ſtate receives 
its authority from the execution of its edicts. 
Infallibility is as eſſential to the church as 
ſovereignty is to the ſtate. A fallible church 
could never controul my underſtanding into 
Jubmiſhon to revealed truths, it could not 
maintain the unity of faith. A civil com- 
munity without ſovereign authority would be 
a ſtate of wild anarchy, it could never enſure 
my obedience. And as it were an inver- 
ſion of all order to ſay, that the execution of 
an act of Parliament renders the authority 


.of Parliament ſovereign, ſo is it equally pre- 


poſterous to pretend, that the infallibility of 
he firſt tribunal of the church depends upon 


the. acceptation of its deciſion by the inferiour . 


juriſdictions. | 
Ii We do not here mean to inſinuate that 
Biſhops. are reduced to the mere miniſterial 
function of receiving and publiſhing the de- 
crees of the ſavereign pontiff. They accept, 
they publiſh and they enforce them in quality 


of, judges in queſtions of faith, their function 


is more exalted than that of inferiour mini- 


ſters and of the fimple faithful, whoſe only 


buſineſs is to obey. But there is a mighty 
are | difference 
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difference between accepting, publiſhing and 
executing the decrees of the holy See on mat- 
ters of faith as judges of the ſame matters, 
a quality ever inherent to Biſhops, and ac- 
cepting and executing them as judges of the 
decrees themſelves, as judges of the tribunal 
which iffues them, as judges empowered: to 
re- judge the ſovereign judge, to whom'they 
are eſſentially ſubordinate, Theſe are exor- 
bitant pretenſions which no catholic Biſhop 
ever preſumed to arrogate'to himſelf, and yet 
they muſt all flow from the Gallican ſyſtem, 
which would thus ſet the authors af it in con- 
tradition to all the Biſhops of Chriſtendom, 
who ever expreſs their acceptation of pon- 
tifical Bulls in terms of reſpe& and ſabmiſſion. 
We would not derogate from the rights of 
epiſcopacy, but neither would we ſuffer titles 
of honour to perplex a plain truth. A caſe 
in point will illuſtrate this matter. A council 
ſhall be held, and a number of Biſhops con. 
voked by order or permiſſion of the Pope 
ſhall aſſiſt at it. A ſtill greater number of 
Biſhops ſhall be hindered from attending, they 
vuill neither be preſent in perſon nor by depu- 
ties. When the council! ſhall be finiſhed 
approved and confirmed, its dagmatical de- 


crees will ay ſent to the abſent Biſhops to be 
_ © ſubſcribed 
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fubſeribed by them and to be their rule in 
| their inſtruftions to their reſpective flocks. 
Theſe abſent Biſhops have not loſt by their 
non- attendance either the name or the quality 
of judges in matters of faith. They vill ſub« 
ſcribe the decrees of the council in this 
quality and they wilt not conſider themſelves 
as merely miniſterial executors of the reſolves 
of others. But in ſubſcribing and executing 
the decrees of the. council in this capacity, 
they will never pretend that their adhefion 
to the afts of the council on dogmatical 
matters imprints the character of infallibility 
on thoſe acts, or that they did not poſſeſs the 
character of a definitive judgment before the 
acceſſion of their conſent. This compariſon 
is compleatly exact. The acceſſion of the 
Biſhops whether diſperſed or aſſembled with- 
out canonical form, as they are in France, 
differs in no point from the acceſſion of abſent 
Biſhops in regard of a council already ap- 
proved. and confirmed. The acceſſion of 
Biſhops in neither caſe will prove, that the de- 
erees either of the council or of the holy 
See to which they accede in quality of judges 
of faith, were in themſelves ſubjeR to be re- 
formed, or that they receive their authority 
and irreformability from the Biſhops proceed 
ing 
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ing in this manner! They were already irte- 
formable before 0 ae e _ did not 
become ſo by it. 

We ode from what 1 dent aid, 
thatithe modern dodctrine of the fallibility of 
the holy See in dogmatical deciſions leaves 
the faithful in the moſt diſtreſſing uncertainty; 
and our next chapter ſhall prove that the 
poſteriour acceptation of pontifical - decrees 
by the Biſhops, which the Gallican Chagas 
requires, can never remove it. 


— . 
* 


CHAPTER IV. 


« The conſequences of the opinion of the fallibility 
/ the holy See in dogmatical deciſions further 
. conſidered.” 


I T is an acknowledged truth that the divine 
promiſe of infallibility, without which chriſti- 
anity cannot ſubſiſt, does not exempt the 
paſtors of the church from the obligation of 
uſing human means to arrive at the knowledge 
of truth. The promiſe of Jeſus Chriſt war- 
| rants that in their deciſions they will ever 
employ ſufficient induſtry and that the Holy 

Spirit 
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Spirit will ever guide their definitions in the 
line of divine revelation. If this promiſe be 
not made to the holy See, if its deciſions 
be reformable on account of the fallibility of 
the tribunal, they cannot acquire the character 
of infallibility, without a canonical, a judicial 
and juridical acceſſion of the epiſcopal body, 
by whom the cauſe ſhall be re-examined with 
all that maturity of enquiry to which the 
aſſiſtance of the Holy Spirit is attached. Now 
this indiſpenſable condition is never found in 
the poſteriour conſent of the diſperſed Bi. 
ſhops. Their ſubmiſſive acceptance of a de. 
cree of the holy See in quality of judges of 
faith does not give it. Innovators who will 


oppoſe a papal decree acknowledged to be 


fallible, will always maintain that the indiſ- 
penſable conditions to which the divine pro- 
miſe is attached, are to be expected and found 
only in a general council, They reaſon from 
the principles of the Gallican Biſhops, they 
fight with the weapons which their enemies 
have ſharpened for them, | 

We well know that the decrees of the Ro- 
man tribunal as well as thoſe of councils 


which condemn errors, muſt be preſented to 


the faithful with all thoſe formalities which 
I announce 
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announce 2 definitive ſentence. But fince 
they are thus preſented to the churches only 
to perpetuate and to perfect the unanimity of 
dofrine, it follows that the adhefion of the 
diſperſed Biſhops operates merely this effect 
and does not add any thing to the authority of 
the decrees. If theſe decrees had not already 
the force of laws, it were a grievous abuſe 
to ſuffer them to be expreſſed in words and 


ſtyle which impoſe upon paſtors and their 


flocks alike an obligation of conforming to 
them; it would be an infult to propoſe them 
as rules of faith, before they had been previ- 
ouſly ſubmitted to the reviſion of all the Bi- 
ſhops; and yet all this is conſtantly done even 
in the churches of France. The publication 
of them by the Biſhops in form of acceptation 
could never warrant or aſcertain to us the 
equity and truth of them, if they iſſued from 


a fallible tribunal. It is plain then that this 
tribunal is not deemed ſallible, that its decrees 


are not ſeriouſly believed to be reformable. 
The ſubmiſſion or the oppoſition of the dif. 
perſed churches can therefore only ſerve to 


_ diſtinguiſh thoſe which are catholic from thoſe 


which ceaſe to bear that name. When a 
definition of the holy See on a dogmatical 


matter is preſented to me by my Biſhop, I 


recelve 


\ 


e 
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receive it with a firm conviction of a divine 
promiſe, not that every church fhall in all 
times preſerve its obedience and union with 
the centre, but that the greateſt poſſible ſeceſ- 
ſion from unity will never render the church 
of Chriſt inviſible. She will always be known 
by the unian of the head and members, of 
whom' the greater ſhare now attually in com- 
munion with the Head in the preaching of 
common dot@trine, will never ſeparate from 
him in the condemnation of errors. His voice 
alone will re-unite them, and it will not be 
neceſlary either to aſſemble or even to conſult 
them, to give weight and efficacy to his ora- 
cles. If this be the poſteriour conſent of the 
diſperſed churches which is required, it is 
evident that it does not operate but pre- 
{ſuppoſe the irreformability of the decrees of 
the holy See on queſtions of faith. If it were 
deſtined to operate ſuch infallibility, other 
preparations other conditions would be neceſ- 
ſary for it. Such as it really is, it is plainly 
the fruit of the divine promiſe which inſures 
the viſibility and indefettibility of the church. 
It is preciſely this, it is nothing elſe. 
We know that the partiſans of the new 
doctrine pretend that it is ſomething more, 
that they ſet up this poſteriour conſent as a 
I 2 je motive 
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motive of credibility neceſſary to ſtrengthen 
and validate the papal decrees, which being 
reformable of their own nature can never ſuf. 
fice to guide us in queſtions of faith. But as 
we have already ſhewn that the poſteriour 
conſent is not the cauſe but the effect of the 
irreformability of theſe decrees, it is plain 
that they cannot receive any credibility from 
it, It is equally true that ſuch a pretence 1s 
but the echo of what heretics have advanced 
in every age, and that by rendering the antece- 
dent irreformability of papal decrees doubtful 
on one hand and giving them no ſupport on 
the other, it weakens our ancient confidence 
in our apoſtolical guide and ſtrengthens the 
indocility of innovators in the defence of 
their errors, at leaſt till the diſtant period of a 
general council, which will condemn them, 
without ſubduing their indocility. 

But how ſhall we comprehend that any one 
man on earth is privileged with the high 
prerogative of infallibility in his judgments 

and decrees? The anſwer to this enquiry will 
ſatisfy Chriſtians who are convinced of the 
truth of their religion and believe that there 
is ſomething in its eſtabliſhment which ex- 
ceeds the bounds of human reaſon and the 

calculations of natural wiſdom, 
£ Shy There 
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There is a ſimilarity between eſtabliſhments 
of human and of divine appointment. In a 


ſtate of human polity, an authority ſovereign,. 


preſent, viſible and perpetual is requiſite to 
check the attempts of vice and to maintain 
good order in ſociety. The perſon or per- 
ſons veſted with this chief power in the ſtate 
could not accompliſh thoſe purpoſes, if their 
ſtatutes were to be controuled by inferiour 
juriſdictions, which, though eſſentially ſubor- 
dinate to them, ſhould ſtill pretend to reform 
their decrees. Such a ſyſtem would ſubvert 


ſovereign authority and without it no ſtate can 


ſubſiſt. 
The chriſtian church is a ſupernatural ſtate 


founded by Jeſus Chriſt and its perfection con- 
ſiſts in teaching and believing in all times all 
catholic truths in the purity and ſimplicity of 
the primitive revelation. The deſtruttion of this 
ſtate would be a liberty of altering its dogmas, 


of introducing the opinions of men inſtead of 
the doctrines of Chriſt, and yet this danger 
eontinually threatens it. This divine ſociety 
then eſſentially requires a tribunal perpetual, 
preſent and viſible to guard its fundamental 


intereſts, A tribunal. de futuro“ a merely 


poſlible tribunal, a tribunal whoſe deciſions on 


faith ſhould be hable to reformation,. could 


never ſuffice. This is the principal feature 
of 


— 
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of ſimilitude between human and divine eſta- 
bliſhments, and without it the church of Chriſt 
would be inferiour in its conſtitution to the 
moſt imperſett ſtate upon earth. | 
But as the buſineſs of human government 
conſiſts in making good laws and maintaining 
due ſubordination in the community, a tri- 
bunal of ſovereign and ſupreme authority, 
though abſolutely fallible in itſelf, is abun- 
dantly ſufficient, becauſe ſuch a tribunal can 
attain the endof all human government, it can 
command and can enforce obedience. Not 
ſo in a ſtate of divine and ſupernatural inſti- 
tution, the eſſence of which conſiſts in recti- 
tude of faith. Here it is neceſſary to ſubdue 
the heart and to captivate the underſtanding 
to the firm belief of truths often inconceiv- 
able, in ſpite of natural and acquired lights. 
The ſpiritual authority of the church ſearches 
the inward man and brings mind and heart 
alike upon the altar. Human authority how- 
ever ſovereign and{upreme would never effect 
this; it muſt be the work of ſupernatural 
infallibility founded on the promiſed aſſiſtance 
of the Holy Spirit of God. Here then appears 
the difference between! theſe two kinds of 
government, and the queſtion, ariſes, whether 
the uttering of theſe ora cles of the Holy Ghoſt 
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be entruſted to one man, to that one Biſhop 
who conſtantly and uniformly attributes this 
exalted function to himſelf in the face of all 
mankind. | 

We anſwer firſt, that ſovereign authority 
in temporal governments is properly and ſafely 
lodged in a ſingle man or in a determinate 
number of men, becauſe the almighty author 
of all power enjoins to all ſubjects ſuch obe- 
dience, as is neceſſary for the ſupport of the 
laws and the right order of the community. 
We then aſk (and here we addreſs ourſelves 
to Chriſtians) why a ſingle man, a ſingle 
Biſhop who is vicar of Chriſt upon earth and 
appointed to govern his church, if he be cho- 
ſen to be the organ of the Holy Spirit, may 
not be ſure of that ſupernatural aſſiſtance, 


without which his miniſtry can never be per- 


formed in aſcertaining revealed truths and 
condemning the errors of novelty? If this 
be not really the caſe, if his oracles on theſe 


the voice of his inferiours, whence aroſe the 
immemorial practice in the church of conſult- 
ing the oracle of this ſingle man? Why is the 
definitive determination referred to this ſin- 
gle Biſhop, even after the inferiour judges 
8 have 
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have pronounced and have not ſatisfied the 
contending parties? Is a ſingle man, a ſingle 
Biſhop, becauſe he is vicar of Chriſt and pre- 
ſides at the tribunal eretted by the ſovereign 
legiſlator in the -centre of the church, leſs 
capable of receiving the influence of the Holy 
| Ghoſt, than are many men or many Biſhops, 

whom nothing can compel us to believe, if 
the aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt be not pro- 
miſed to them more than to the ſingle Biſhop? 
It is the faſhion of the age for every man 
to think like a philoſopher: we will think in 
this matter like Chriſtians, The ſubje& is of 
a tranſcendent nature which is not reducible 
to the rules of human wiſdom, In our ſub. 
miſſion to revealed truths our confidence is 
not grounded on the abilities of ane or of 
many Biſhops, the ſpirit of God alone and the 
organ through which he ſpeaks, commands 
and receives the homage of our underſtand- 
ing. One infallible judge or many infallible 
judges are indifferent to us, and our reaſon 
tells us that the aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt 
is not promiſed to many more than to one. 
It tells us on the contrary, conformably to the 
tradition of ages and to the general belief of 
the churches, that the divine aſſiſtance muſt 


be enſured to one, in order to preſerve the 
"i integrity 
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integrity of faith againſt the unceaſing attacks 
of the reſtleſs ſpirit of innovation. 

Weare not ignorant that in this nation ever 
nce its ſchiſm from the great body of Chriſt's 
church, diſſenters of every deſcription from 
catholic unity concur to ridicule as an unſup- 
portable paradox what is commonly called the 
infallibility of the Pope, or what would be 
more correctly ſtiled, the infallibility of the 
Holy Ghoſt ſpeaking through the organ of 
the firſt Biſhop of the church. Theſe popular 
declamations commonly affect to confound 
what may be called perſonal impeccability in 
the Pope with the infallibility of the vicar of 
Jeſus Chriſt. This impoſture is too contemp- 


tible to need refutation. For above two cen. 


turies we have been ſtunned with endleſs miſ- 
_ repreſentations of the religion which the bulk 
of our countrymen have abandoned, and it is 
our peculiar. glory to have maintained our 


faith unaltered and our allegiance unſhaken 


under every government, which has cither per- 


ſecuted or favoured us during the length of 


this trying period. This conſideration ought 
to make us reſpectable in our own eyes, it 
might even command ſome regard from our 
ſuperiours. To ſhrink from our principles 
in the day of blandiſhment would deſervedly 

* render 
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render us contemptible to both. Though 
{tripped of all the emoluments of our birth 
we are ſtill the elder brothers, and the honeſt 
pride of primogeniture ought never to be re- 
linquiſhed*. Our apparent greedineſs for the 
porridge might expoſe us at preſent to be ca- 
joled out of our original title, to be tricked 
out of our faith, if, our rulers were as mali- 
cious as ſome of our own members are indiſ- 
creet. In the days of perſecution, the mini- 
ſters of the ſour Eliſabeth, the pedantic James 
and the profligate fecond Charles were ever 
trying to drive us by ill uſage into plots, and 
hanging us for imaginary treaſon when they 
could not debauch us into real. However 
averſe our actual Miniſters are to ſuch odious 
means of effetting our ruin, they muſt be in- 
deed - ſuperlatively virtuous to overlook the 
preſent opportunity of compleating it, in caſe | 
they ſhould conceive our extintion as a body 


„The venerable name of“ Roman Catholics” has 
erer ſufficiently diſtinguiſhed us. Why then in a late pe- 
tition to Parliament are we degraded into Difſenters”? 
The word implies priority in others. All religioniſts are 
.** Diflenters” from us. We are Catholics, becauſe we 
believe the catholic church, We are not“ Diſſenting 
or Proteſting” Catholics, becauſe there is no Diſſent- 
Y ing or Proteſting Catholic church. b 
O 
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of men to be a deſirable object. They know 
that it is devoutly wiſhed- by a part of the 
community, wha in ſpite of all our oaths and 
quiet demeanour, will never think as favour- 
ably of us even as proteſtants do in other 
countries of their catholic neighbours and 
brethren. - They have watched the growth 
of modern continental opinions on religious 
matters among many of our laity and clergy, 
they behold our unexpected facility in ſigning 


a renunciation of a ſingle article of our faith 
infers our compleat deſtruction. How eaſily 
may perſons ſo diſpoſed be decoyed from one 
conſequence to another, and how many will 
have knowledge and courage ſufficient to halt 
in the midſt of the pleaſing carcer? Every 


new favour will be preceded by a new © pro- 


teſtation”* and every proteſtation will ſet us 
at a ſtill greater diſtance from the centre of 
unity. The faſhionable ideas of the age and 
the late declaration have already drawn out 


our link of union to a thin thread, and how 
eaſily may this be burſt ? Who would be ſur- 
priſed to hear that a renunciation of the 
Pope's ſupremacy were required in words, 
and to be told that theſe words mean ſome- 
thing elſe? In this caſe ſome undoubtedly 
| K2 . would 


whatever is preſented, and they know that a 
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-- would recoil at the brink, but then they would 
be only the cautious few, and our ſecret foes 
would have obtained their purpoſe by eſta. 
bliſhing a ſchiſm among us. The majority 
of our ſmall body would (for a ſhort time 
longer) be called Catholics, and the catholic 
minority would be ſtigmatiſed as Papiſts. 
We have obſerved the progreſs of this ridicu- 
lous diſtinction. The Pope's ſupremacy is 
here mentioned, becauſe the denial of it ſeems 
to be the next ſtep in progreſs for thoſe, who 
have unwarily diſclaimed his prerogative to 
determine matters of faith without appeal, 
who have difavowed his power to diſpenſe in 
any conſcientious tie, and have © ſtrictly con- 
fined” his authority over perſons who will not 
hear the church, to the mere negative funQtion 
of refuſing to them the uſe of the ſacraments*®. 
| We 


* Though we readily acknowledge that no eccleſiaſtical 
power can abſolve ſubjects from the obligation of their 
bath of allegiance, or from that of any ſworn compact in 
favour of a third perſon; yet we cannot ſubſcribe to the 
total renunciation of the diſpenſing power in the head of 
- the church, in the full latitude which the words of the 
late declaration import. This power is given by Chriſt, 
it is neceſſary for the church, and it is lawfully exerciſed 
in many caſes diſtin from thoſe which are above except- 
ed. The Head of the Chriſtian church on earth has re- 
ceived from Chriſt ſpiritual authority and juriſdiftion 

over 


We wiſh our fears may be groundleſs, but 
under the aftual impreſſion of them we can- 


not ſign. the ambiguous proteſtation of the day, 
at leaſt till the authors of it ſhall have aſſured 


over all Chriſtians. The vicar of Chriſt eſſentially poſ- 
ſeſſes authority ayer all perſons who have received the 
ſign of Chriſt in baptiſm. He has authority to inſtruct, 
tocommand and to puniſh them. All this flows from the 
idea of ſupremacy, He has no authority over Pagans, / 
Infidels or Jews, who being awithout, are not ſubjeR to ec. 
cleſiaſtical juriſdiction or laws. Vain would be his at- 
tempt to infringe the temporal or civil rights of any 
Chriſtian: his power and the means of enforcing it 
are purely ſpiritual. Authority and obedience are 
correlatives. Every baptiſed perſon is bound in a 
divine precept to obey the church. It concerns us 
not now to examine by what means certain civil effects 
were formerly attached to ſpiritual penalties: it 
ſuffices to know that they are not now to be dreaded. 
We reſpect the wiſe forbearance of the church in with- 
holding the frequent uſe of ſpiritual penalties, but the 
power of inflicting them ever ſubſiſts, and it imports 
ſomething more than a mere negative power to refuſe 
the uſe of the ſacraments. The author of a pamphlet 
entitled ©* Conſiderations on the oath of Supremacy” 
1778. p. 37. and 38. cites two deiſtical Lords, Boling- 
broke and Cheſterfield, to prove his own indecent aſſer- 
tion that the power of the Pope is a bugbear which 
can alarm none but the ignorant.” Is it ſo? Then let 
the author tremble. He tells us p. 13. that the pre- 
lates of the church of Rome have no more ground for the 
excommunicating authority over proteſtant ſovereigns, 


than the apoſtles had over the Roman emperors.” The 
diſparity 
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us from authority, that it will never be under- 
ſtood in any other ſenſe than that which ſome 
of its catholic abettors aſcribe to it. We 
ſhall then complain of them as bad gramma- 
rians. Till they convince us of this, we will 


not put ourſelves and our religion within their 


diſparity is underſtood by every perſon who knows the 
difference between a Pagan and a Chriſtian. He adds 
ibid. that the Pope's emiſſaries declared to King 
James I. that the chief paſtor of their church had no 
pretenſion to that kind of juriſdiction over him, who had 
always been of another church.” Where did the author 
learn this anecdote? that the Pope renounced all preten- 
ſions to juriſdiction over our James I. becauſe this prince 
was of-another church? No Pope can allow that there 
is another church” diſtinct ſrom that one church, of 
which he is eſſentially the Head, Every Pope has eſſen- 
tially juriſdiction over every baptiſed perſon, becauſe 
every ſuch perſon is ſtrictly commanded to ſubmit to the 
church. The beſt Chriftians revere and cheriſh the be- 
neficent power of the Pope and they would tremble to 


incur his cenſures. The beſt Chriſtians are not ignorant 
fools. Without attributing one mite of temporal-autho- 
rity. to the vicar of Jeſus Chrift, they grieve to ſee his 
Juſteſt rights invaded by catholic Princes and their ſub- 
jects with more acrimony, than was ever diſplayed by 
ancient Popes in their ſharpeſt conteſts with Kings and 
Emperors. Meckneſs, prayer and exhortation are the 
defenſive weapons of Pius VI. and ſhall the ſons of the 
church inſult his forbearance by reviving ancient jealou- 
fies againſt- poſſible abuſes of the ſpiritual prerogative ? 
« 1 er o T_T and 1 . 
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But to return to the ſubj ect, what muſt be 
the conſequence of cramping the pontifical 
authority in matters of faith by the condition 
borrowed from the Gallican aſſembly? We 
have already ſaid it, the diſcouragement of 
Catholics, and the hardineſs of innovators. 
The hiſtory of religion in France ſince 1682 
will vouch for what we advance. There are 
errors afloat. We may trace them through a 
vide range from the Janſeniſtical conventicles 
in France into Tuſcany and the Imperial 
ſtates, where countenanced by the powers of 
the earth they have even invaded the ſanctu- 
ary; their © profane novelties of words” wafted 
by the breath of ſchiſm, have croſſed 
the ſeas and are vibrating on the prurient 
ears of ſome among us. Let one of theſe 
men under the maſk of reformation introduce 
the extravagancies of Ricci of Piſtoia, let him 
announce among us the ſchiſmatical doctrines 
of De Dominis, Febronius or Eybel“; in 
vain 
* Author of the ſchiſmatical tract Waes is der 
« Pabſt,” condemned by the well known Conſtitution of 
Pius VI. The effrontery of this writer might have been 
deemed inimitable, if Britiſh Catholics had not been 
lately ſcandalized two anonymous pamphlets equally 


inſulting to the Head of the church and injurious to his 
Apoſtolical vicars our immediate paſtors. We have had 


the 
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voain would our prelates attempt to filence him 


with the Vatican thunders by which thoſe 
ſchiſmatics are blaſted. © I appeal from the 
ſentence, ſays the innovator, and I appeal up- 
on your own principle conſigned in your late 
declaration. Eybel and Febronius are con- 
demned, but the cauſe may have been ill 
zudged, I demand a reviſion of it. You have 
taught me that infallibility does not belong to 
a tribunal, which may have omitted the neceſ- 
ſary previous examination of ſcripture and 
the tradition of all ages; but for this very 
reaſon I alſo appeal from your new Gallican 
motive of ſubmiſſion, as much as from the pa- 


pal condemnation which you urge againſt me. 


The Biſhops diſperſed in their own ſees will 
never have uſed theſe preliminary precautions, 
and their verdiQ, whenever it may be report- 
ed to us, will give no ſtrength to a decree, the 
authority of which is otherwiſe conteſted. 
Before you diſclaimed the infallibility of the 
firſt Biſhop, you or the moſt ſimple perſon in 
your flock might have ſtruck me dumb; but 


now I am quite at eaſe. To ſupply the want 


the misfortune to ſee one of theſe envenomed libels, ad- 
Irefſed to the late reſpectable Biſhop of Comana. It 
begins with ſchiſm and it ends in outrage, Maran 
ATtaa! 
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of papal infallibility, you obtrude upon me 
what is equally fallible, I reject them both, 
and till a council ſhall decide, I am in full 
poſſeſſion of my opinion, A fallible tribunal 
has condemned me, I appeal to a tribunal 
which is ſuperiour and infallible, can you 
complain of my conduft? Tour diſperſed 
Biſhops form no tribunal, they never try the 
merits of the cauſe nor reconſider the judg- 
ment of the Pope, they are mere echoes 
of his voice. If there be a tribunal in the 
church, it is either the holy See or a general 
council, I cannot depend upon the former, 
I appeal to the latter, Tell me not that you 
and other catholic Biſhops already reprobated 
my doarine, that you even petitioned its 
condemnation by the holy See. This only 
enfeebles the ſtrength which you would give 
to the decree by your poſteriour gonſent, 
Nothing has been added to your previous 
judgment but a reformable deciſjon of Rome. 
To this deciſion, from which J appeal upon 
your own prineiples, you add nothing but a 
poſterlour conſent of prejudice and quiet ſubs 
miſſion, unattended by neceſſary preparations 
and of courſe unhallowed by the aſſiſtance 
of the Holy Ghoſt, You began by weaken- 
ing the authority of the holy See, you attri- 
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bute it to yourſelves, and it is your right to do 
ſo that 1 deny. Your acceptation of the de- 
cree of Rome is reformable for the very ſame 
reaſons as is the decree itſelf, and I appeal 
alike from both.“ 

We know not how our prelates would 
refute this reaſoning, but we know that the 
beſt and wiſeſt prelates and divines, even of 
France, fince 1682, have found no other way 
to deſtroy it than by aſſuming the ancient 
principle of the antecedent irreformability of 
the decrees of the holy See. What a formi- 
dable unanimity ſhould we diſcover in its 
favour, if we looked into the churches of 
other nations! Our Britiſh Catholics believed 
it with the catholic world, they were con- 
vinced that by a ſpecial providence of God 
over the viſibility of his church, an apoſtoli- 
cal deciſion condemning profane novelties in 
faith, would never fail to re-unite the true 
paſtors actually in communion with their head 
and to imprint the mark of novelty upon 
the few Biſhops who ſhould obſtinately reſiſt. * 
What then would be their language? “Give 
| us 


9... & * Biſhops have favoured every ſchiſm and 
hereſy that have diſtracted the church, The progreſs of 
novel opinions in faith has ever been proportioned to the 
| | degree 


X 
us back, they would ſay, you who are our pa- 
ſtors and our fathers, reſtore to us the ancient 
viſible and infallible tribunal, which was our 
ſecurity and our conſolation. We then re- 
ceived the communication of the oracle from 
our paſtors, we were ſecure amidſt the ſtorm, 
Chriſt had opened to us a port which only 
diſſenters from catholic unity envied us, and 
would you expel us from it? Does it become 
you to court our temporal rulers at the riſk 
of our faith?” Thus might Catholics expo- 
ſtulate, but innovators would hold a different 


degree of ſteadineſs, with which Biſhops have oppoſed 
them in their infancy, The remnants of catholicity 
in the ſeveral northern nations are again to this day in 
an Exact ratio of the zeal which their Biſhops diſplayed 
at the periods when the ancient faith was ſubverted, 
If all Biſhops would cling cloſe around the centre, the 
church would be invulnerable. The epiſcopal character 
is ever venerable, and when heightened by the virtues of 
the Biſhop, it is irreſiſtible, Since the appointment 
of vicars apoſtolical in this nation, our prelates, unſup- 
ported by temporal wealth, have uniformly and inva- 
riably deſerved and received the veneration and obedience 
of every Britiſh catholic. They could have no claim 
to either, if they did not yield both to that ſupreme 
paſtor who is Biſhop of the whole church. A Biſhop who 
attempts to infringe the ſpiritual authority cf the Pope, 
infallibly ſubverts his own, The modern enemies of 
Fatholicity well underſtand this truth. 
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language. Continue, they would ſay, to 
ſupport your declaration; your poſteriour 
conſetit will give us little concern, We ſee 
in it all the prejudices, all the abuſes and de- 
fefts on which you ground your renunciation 
of the infallibility of your chief, Form a 
tribunal ſuperiour to the Pope, ſtudy the mat- 
ter, hear our reaſons, re-examine the papal 
decree, and we will believe that the Holy 
Ghoſt is with you; but then we truſt that 
you will alter your opinion and revoke the 
haſty conſent, which, without any new con- 
viction, you have yielded to the papal ſen- 
tence, This we demand, it is what you 
authoriſe us to expe, ſince you concur to 
ſtrengthen our miſtruſt of the Roman tribunal 
and of the pretended irreformability of its 
decrees on dogmatical matters.“ 

The farther we advance, the more we are 
aſtoniſhed that theſe reflections were not 
flaſhed in accents winged with fire on the 
aſſembled Biſhops and Prieſts, who with an 
unanimity unexampled in the annals of the 
catholic church, lately “ ſtood up againſt their 
Head ſupreme, to raviſh from him the bright- 
eſt jewel that adorns his exalted throne, In 


In the ſpring of 1789. 
vain 
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vain had the declared enemies of his holy See 
endeavoured to wreſt it from him, we ſtill ſaw 
its rays breaking from the holy mountain, 
they cheared us in all our toils, little did we 
expett that our own miniſters of the ſanctuary 
would intercept their influence, never did we 
ſuppoſe that they would concur to ſtrengthen 
the vulgar prejudices which overfpread this 
nation againſt the venerable authority of the 
holy See. 


Quo vobis mentes rectæ quæ tare ſolebant 
Antehac ?—— 


but they have not yet explained to us the 
motives of their conduQ, 

One comfort is left and it is capable of 
giving us conſolation. It is the knowledge 


that all catholic churches in the courſe of 


preceding ages contraditt their ill-adviſed 
proteſtation, that they ſtand ſingle among 


Catholics in their adoption of the courtly 


opinion of a few Gallican prelates, who dif. 
countenanced by the church of God, have 
hardly found abettors, even in their own coun- 
try, but among thoſe who wear the name of 


catholic in order to diſguiſe their attacks upon 


catholicity. The catholic world believes the 


infallibility of the holy See; if we join the 


- catholic 
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catholic world, we are ridiculedor blamed, and 
what is the grand argument of our cenſurers ? 

* They tell us that the opinion which we 
defend being no article of catholic faith, we 
ought to conform to the declared ſentiment 
of the catholic clergy of the nation of which 
we are but unnoticed members; that having 
no preciſe deciſion of the church in favour 
of our opinion, we riſk the danger of con- 


* We take no notice of thoſe who have ſaid, that the 
opinion of the infallibility of the Roman pontiff in de- 
termining queſtions of faith is ſo weak and has been 
ſo often confuted, that no man of learning in the preſent 
age will venture to uphold it. Perſons who ſtill reſpecting 
the holy See have advanced this, muſt have forgotten 
that they were uttering a propoſition ſtigmatized with all 
the thunders of the Vatican. Vid. Prop. 29. inter con- 
fixas ab Alexandro VIII. Fer. 5. die 7. Dec. 1690. 
« Futilis et toties convulſa eft aſſertio de Pontificis 
Romani in fidei quæſtionibus decernendis infallibili- 
tate.” The other propoſition We acknowledge no 
infallibility in the Pope“ does not indeed meet the bolt 
in a direct line, but ſtill it ſeems to approach it in a 
parallel almoſt near enough to be ſinged by it. Whoever 
has ſubſcribed the latter muſt be attentive, or he will 
eaſily confound it with the former. We are ſtill leſs 
concerned to anſwer thoſe, who, in default of argument, 
affect to ridicule the idea of papal infallibility as a rem- 
nant of ancient bigotry, as rubbiſh ſwept out of the 
ſchools, as a rag of the Jeſuits, Our bufineſs is with 
men who reaſon, 


founding 


79 1] 
founding it with articles of decided faith and 
thus perplexing in the eyes of the undiſcern- 


ing vulgar, what ought ever to be perfectly 


ſimple and exempt from every danger of 
confuſion. 


This is the poſthumous argument of per- 
ſons, who have unwarily concurred to throw 
down the fence ereQed by Chriſt againſt the 
encroachments of falſe doarine, and it diſ- 
covers by its weakneſs that they have not 
conſidered, what is ſufficient for a theologicat 
opinion to entitle it to be defended as belong- 


ing to faith. Our next chapter ſhall give 


an anſwer to this objection. 


— OTC. 


CHAPTER V. 


tt Reaſons for adopting the opinion of the falli- 
bility of the holy See in dogmatical decifions 
conſidered.” | 


| \ Y HEN we were firſt called upon to ſign 
away the infallibility of the holy See, we 


undertook to read what tracts we could find 
upon ſo intereſting a ſubject. In the writers 
| favour- 
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favourable to the holy See we diſcerned can. 
dour, uprightneſs and good faith in their 
reſearches and explanations. Falſe ſubtlety 
and laboured affectation in employing every 
ſort of weapon were apparent in the abettors 
of the oppoſite fide. Our old perſuaſion was 
ſtrengthened that there is no cauſe ſo bad, 
to which the ſubtlety of diſputation may not 
impart the ſemblance of probability. Not 
fatisfied with this, we next examined with care 
and fincerity, on which fide the riſks or 
the advantages of religion were found, con- 
vinced that a doctrine which ſhould render 
diſputes on religion undeterminable and ſhel. 
ter novelty from a prompt and efficacious 
condemnation, could never be reconciled with 
the deſigns of that providence which watches 
cover the preſervation of the faith of Chriſt, 
In the modern dottrine of the fallibility of 
the holy See we diſcover thoſe dangerous 
conſequences, we diſcern the ſeeds of ſchiſm, 
and would to God there were not a ſpirit 
in the times tending to cheriſh and expand 
them to maturity! In the oppoſite doctrine 
of all catholic churches (excepting perhaps 
' ſome in France ſince 1682) we diſcover ſteadi- 
| heſs of faith, tranquillity of the faithful, and 
maxims ſo manifeſtly hoſtile to the progreſs 


of 
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of hereſy, that not a ſect has ever ſeparated 
from the catholic church which has not made 
it a fundamental law to direct its attack againſt 
them. This alone ſufficed to ſtiffen our hands 
in the moment of ſigning the declaration, and 
conſcience would for ever reproach us, if we 
had had the misfortune to ſubſcribe it. 

The abettors of it undertook to quiet our 
ſcruple. The dodtrine, they ſaid, which 

you rejett, is adopted by your ſuperiours and 
your wiſer equals; it is not contrary to faith; 
it is not condemned as erroneous or heretical 
even by the Pope whoſe deciſions you ſo much 
priſe ; no definition of the catholic church mi- 
litates againſt it. By the ſame reaſon the 
doctrine which you adopt upon this matter 
and which you preſume to publiſh, is not the 
doctrine of faith, it does not belong to faith, 
and it may therefore be ſafely ſacrificed to the 
fecurity of our political intereſts,” 

This argument preſented in various lights 
has not darted one ray of convittion on our 
minds. The dottrine which we reje& is not 
condemned! But then we know that the pru- 
dence of the church of Rome does not utter 
formal deciſions unleſs againſt errors which 
threaten to ſpread their contagion, or which 
are ſolemnly denounced to her, to obtain an 
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ultimate anſwer from her tribunal. We know 
moreover that there are caſes in which, 
through apprehenſion of a greater evil, the 
church may ſeem for a time to be ignorant of 
diſorders which are not denounced to her in 
rule and in form. She may difſemble her 
grief till ſhe can with ſecurity heal a ſore 
which precipitation might inflame. Her for- 
bearance and moderation are reſpectable, but 
in ſuch caſes ſhe always does what is neceſſary 
and ſufficient to maintain the rights and full 
poſſeſſion of truth. 

Thus Alexander VIII. ſucceſſor of Inno- 
cent XI. liſtening to the voice of conſcience 
at the approach of death, blamed, annulled 
and condemned the afts of the famous aſ- 
ſembly of 1682. Thus Innocent XII. ſuc. 
ceſſor to Alexander VIII. in his negociations 
with the court of France conſented to grant 
Bulls to the prelates named by the King“ 

only 


* 'The author of Conſiderations on the oath of Su- 
premacy” ſays p. 34. that the King of England is head 
of the church of England in the ſame manner as the 
French King is head of the church of France, that is, 
both nominate Biſhops” &c. All this is an abuſe of terms. 
He alone can be called Head of the church” with any 
propriety of language, who is the ſupreme governor of 
the church in ſpirituals. Acts of Parliament have been 
paſſed to veſt this ſpiritual ſupremacy in the King. We 

think 
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only on condition, that the King ſhould fru- 
ſtrate the effects of his edit, and that the new 
Biſhops ſhould di ſavow and revoke all that had 
been done in the aſſembly to the prejudice of 
the rights and dignity of the holy See. Thus 
again ſince the aſſembly, no Pope has ever 
ſuffered the Gallican Biſhops to make any al- 
teration in the terms of reſpett and ſubmiſſion, 
which together with all other catholic Biſhops 
they conſtantly employ in the acceptation and 
promulgation of dogmatical Bulls. This was 
ſufficient on the part of the holy See in ſuch 
critical circumſtances, to hinder the preſcrip- 


think it cannot belong to him. If the King of England 
were conceived to be head of the church no otherwiſe 
than the King of France, the oath of ſupremacy would 
never have been framed. 'The French King has never 
preſumed to call himſelf © Head of the church of France,” 
or to act in that capacity. He does not nominate Biſhops, 
He appoints ſome clergyman to hold the temporalities of 
the biſhopric, and the Head of the church” the Pope 
nominates that man Biſhop, by conferring upon him the 
charaRer and ſpiritual powers of epiſcopacy, if he have 
no canonical objection againſt his faith or morals, With- 
out this act of papal juriſdiftion, the royal nominee 
would never be a Biſhop or poſleſs any ſpiritual authority 
or jariſdiction. All this is regulated by the Concor- 
dat“ ſubſiſting between the holy See and the court of 
France, The King is the protector of the church (the 
prophet foretold it) but the ſucceſſor of St. Peter is the 
« Head of it.“ 
| M2 tion 
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tion of novelty and to avoid the reproach of 
tolerating it by its ſilence, and it is more than 
enough to with - hold us from approving a doc- 
trine which the holy See abhors. 

This, it is replied, is not ſufficient to au- 
thoriſe our refuſal, unleſs we can preſent a 
contradictory deciſion publiſhed in all chur- 
ches, which pronounces the infallibility of 
the holy See and the irreformability of its 
dogmatical decrees to be an article of catho- 
lic faith, and which proſcribes the oppoſite 
doarine of the fallibility of its tribunal and 
the reformability of its oracles, as an error con- 
trary to catholicity. 

A deciſion in this form, we acknowledge it, 
is what we cannot produce. We do not expett 
it to exiſt and we think that it ought not to be 
| waited for, to take a determined part in this 
diſpute. The reaſon is, that the cauſe of its 
own nature does not admit of ſuch aproceed- 
ing, it is not ſuſceptible of the deciſion which 
is demanded. Let us endeavour to ſet this 

truth in a fair light. 
Ihe buſineſs is to pronounce definitively 
upon the authority of a tribunal, which erected 
by Jeſus Chriſt in the centre of his church, in 
virtue of this divine inſtitution announces it- 
ſelf as ſupreme and infallible in the aſcertain- 


ing 


l 
ing of the dogma and in the condemning of 
novelty. A few particular Biſhops without 
any canonical convocation or ordinary juriſ- 
dition, preſume by an unauthoriſed attempt, 
to diſpute with the firſt tribunal the exerciſe 
of a power as ancient as its erettion and as 
neceſſary for the faithful, as the propagation 
of error is detrimental to them. The que- 
ſtion which reſults from this regards the foun- 
f dation of our belief; it is in the elaſs of thoſe 
which belong to faith. Hence the firſt tribu- 
nal muſt claim it as belonging to its juriſdic- 
tion; it muſt aſſert the right of deciding it, 
if it could afford matter of controverſy. This 
flows from the very idea of a firſt tribunal. 
But according to this tribunal the queſtion is 
already prejudged, it cannot poſſibly form an 
object of diſcuſſion and judgment. For it is 
not here an incidental queſtion brought before 
4 tribunal, it is the very eſſence of the tribunal 
itſelf which is conteſted. If however it ſhould 


invariable claim, the ſmall number of churches 
which deny the juſtice of this claim, would. of 
courſe refuſe to ſubmit to the ſentence, they 
would ſay that the tribunal cannot be judge in 
its own cauſe, A tribunal then muſt be found 
ſuperiour to that which calls itſelf ſupreme, 
15 55 5 | and 
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paſs judgment upon it in favour of its o. 
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and yet this very tribunal acknowledges none 
which can decide, without itſelf, on queſtions 
of this ſort. If the new pretended ſuperiour 
tribunal ſhould decide in its own favour and 
adjudge irreformability of deciſion to itſelf, 
then the firſt will alſo complain that this other 
Judges in its own cauſe. It will never con- 
firm its ſentence and it will declare a ſentence 
iſſued by an acephalous tribunal to be invalid 
in cauſes, which no judges are competent to 
examine without its convocation or to decide 
finally without its confirmation. It is not 
then poſſible in the nature of things that a 
queſtion of this deſcription ſhould eyer be 
cleared by way of a formal and literal deciſion 
of the church, which operates what is called 
«a decided article of faith.” If it be ſaid, 
that it muſt be reſerved for the determination 
of a future council, it appears to us that the 
ſame difficulty will recur once more. For as 
the vicar of Chriſt equally claims ſuperiority 
over a council, as this ſuperiority is but a co- 
rollary of his infallibility. in dogmatical deci. 
ſions, and no deciſion of a council without the 
head of the church is of any value, the ſame 
mode of reaſoning which we have uſed above 
will be found to retain all its force. However 
we ſee no reaſon to ſuppreſs the opinion of 
the 
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the great Melchior Cano upon this matter, as 
he could ſee none for concealing it. We 
wiſh not, he ſays, to prevent the ſentence of 
the church, but if it (the opinion of the falli- 
bility of the Pope ſpeaking ex cathedra) be 
referred to a general council, it will be ſtig- 
matized with the mark of hereſy.” “Nolu- 
© mus hic nos eccleſiæ ſententiam prevenire 
ſed ſi ad generale concilium referatur, here. 
ſeos nota illi inuretur: nec enim video cur 
quid ipſe ſentiam de hac re, non audeam di- 
cere.** L. VI. de loc. theol. c. 7. 

But independently of poſitive deciſions, is 
not the infallibility of the holy See in que- 
tions of faith aſcertained by other means ſuf. 
ficiently to command our aſſent ? The tribu- 
nal whoſe ſupreme authority is diſputed, reſts 
its claim on the natural ſenſe of revelation“, 
on immemorial poſſeſſion maintained in ſpite 
of occaſional contradiction from perſons, who 
graſping at independence have almoſt always 
ended in ſchiſm. It ſhews us the continual 
exerciſe of its prerogative avowed by all ca- 
tholic nations, not excepting France, by which 
its oracles and deciſions in cauſes of faith are 
always demanded with confidence, are received 


Mach. xvi. 18 &c,,—Joan, xxi. 15. &e. 
with 
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with ſubmiſſion and are executed without ap- 
peal. It grounds itſelf on the nature of its 


Inſtitution, on the neceſſity of its deciſions be- 


ing law, on the advantages which its continual 
preſence, its viſibility and ais infallibility pro- 
cure to the church in times of novelties and 
hereſies, and finally on the miſchiefs which 
muſt enſue from the modifications, reſtrictions 
and conditions, with which jealouſy or the 
itch of dogmatizing has attempted to fetter 
It. 

To diſplay all theſe grounds on which the 
holy See reſts its invariable claim, would im- 


port a more comprehenſive treatiſe than is 


ſuitable to our occupations or is requiſite to 
defeat the feeble arguments which oppoſe it. 
If we wiſhed to preſent the ancient doarine 
intrenched in all its proofs, we would firſt de- 
monſtrate the divine ſupremacy of the firſt 
Biſhop to conſiſt no leſs in univerſality of ſpi- 
ritual juriſdiction than in precedency of ho- 
nour and rank; and as there ought not to be 
any variety of opinion among catholics on this 
fundamental point, we are confident that in- 


fallibility of dogmatical deciſion would be 
found to flow from it, as the firſt and moſt ne- 


ceſſary corollary, as the direct effect of an 
immediate cauſe. If you ſabje& the eſſential 
2 deciſions 


t 29 1 
| deeifions of him who is ſupreme, to the con. 
troul of thoſe who are eſſentially inferiour, ſu- 
premacy is immediately degraded, it is no 
longer ſupreme, it can at moſt confiſt in an 
honorary primacy of rank, which is gratui. 
touſly beſtowed and may be reſumed at the 
pleaſure of the donors. Catholics will un- 
doubtedly diſavow this conſequence, but as it 
enſues direftly from the Gallic premiſes, it 
muſt demonſtrate at once the fallacy of their 
ſyſtem and the extreme danger of receding 
from ancient maxims which are fo cloſely 
connected with the unchangeable dogma of 
faith. For the irreformability of deciſion 
muſt ever be conſidered as linked with the 
_ ſupremacy, it is the immediate effect of it, 
and it may therefore be defended as a catholic 
truth belonging to the body of primitive reye. 

lation, though it cannot be ſtiled a © decided”? 
article of faith, becauſe a controverſy has ariſen 
and the church has not yet pronounced. De- 
ny the ſupremacy, you renounce your faith; 
deny the infallibility, you diſavow the conſe- 
quence of an article of faith, Renounce the 
former, you are an heretic; rejett the latter, 
you are an inconſequent catholic. 

But in ſpite of all the reaſoning which we 
pught eſtabliſh upon this principle and of a 
N 
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thouſand theological arguments which we e- 
qually forbear to alledge from ſcripture, fa- 
thersand tradition, it is ſtill urged that nothing 
herein 1s of faith, all is opinion, and muſt that 
of a national clergy be diſdained? This reply 
might carry ſome weight, if we were here 
treating of local diſcipline or cuſtoms or privi- 
leges, for then only do we know what is meant 
by a particular or national church: in every 
other caſe there is but one church and it is the 
Roman catholic church. But we axe far 
from believing that the majority of our Britiſh 
catholic clergy have renounced the infallibi- 
lity of the holy See from impartial conviction 
of the falſehood of ſuch doctrine, and as they 
allow it at any rate to be a matter of opinion, 
they certainly will not pretend to controul 
ours. Nearly ſimilar is the anſwer which muſt 
be given to the compariſon which has been 
urged from the different ſchools of theology, 
ſome of which adopt excluſively opinions 
which others as poſitively reject, even in que- 
ſtions which have an immediate relation to 
matters of dogmatical import. But theſe 
caſes are widely diſparate. For the opinions 
of ſchools are all relative to particular articles, 
| the ſubſtance of which is equally admitted by 
all, and all alike expect the determination of 
the 
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the holy See upon their ſeveral opinions or 
explanations of them, and will immediately 
ſabmit when the oracle of the judge ſhall be 
announced. But the opinion which we com- 
bat affetts the very judge of all religious con- 
troverſy, it robs him of his authority, it tends 
to render judgment impoſſible, not only on 
the caſe in queſtion, but even on every other 
conteſted point which might be denounced to 
him and require a ſpeedy deciſion. This in 
fact has been the ſource of all the miſchief 
which has enſued in France from the obſtinacy 
of the Janſenian ſectaries in refuſing the dog- 
matical conſtitution © Unigenitus.” The 
polteriour conſent required by the aſſembly 
of 1682 has been added to it, but becauſe that 
ill-adviſed afſembly began by weakening the 
authority of the pontifical decree in itſelf, 
what have not the Janſeniſt party done to fix 
upon this poſteriour conſent the ſame charac- 
ter of inſufficiency, which the aſſembly had 
taught them to ſuſpe& and ſuppoſe in the Bull 
of the holy See? If it be replied that this is 
the abuſe of the Gallican declaration, we re- 
join, Why then was this abuſe occaſioned ? 
The ancient doarine perhaps would not have 
reduced declared enemies of the holy See to 
obedience, they would ſill have demanded a 

a 1 general 


[ 92 
general council, as all heretics have ever done, 
but yet Catholics might have been leſt in poſs 
ſeſſion of their old preſervative againſt error, 
the old ſtandard, beneath which they uſed to 
rally, and always found ſafety and protection. 

Let it not be ſaid in anſwer that it could 
yield but equivocal ſecurity, becauſe the pre- 
tended irre formability of papal decrees not 
being decided and not belonging to faith, can- 
not be deſigned by providence as the ſafe. 
guard of divine revelation, 

That it is not decided we have already ac- 
knowledged; that it does not belong to the 
body of ' catholic faith we can never allow. 
There are catholic truths of faith expreſsly and 
contradiQorily decided, that is, they are be- 
tome ſuch by an explicit and detailed con- 
demnation of oppoſite errors. Thus the con- 
ſubſtantiality of the eternal Word, the unity of 
perſon in two natures in Jeſus Chriſt, the real 
preſence of his body and blood in the holy 
ſacrament, &c. are catholic truths decided by 
the proſcription of the errors which 
impugned them. But before the condem- 
nation of ſuch errors, by which thoſe 
dogmas were- maintained in full poſſeſſion, 
they were already articles of catholic faith, re- 
yealcd in the beginning, believed and propa- 
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gated by a peaceable and quiet tradition, and 


the conſtant teaching of the lawful paſtors of 


the church. Of this latter ſpecies is the in- 
fallibility of the holy See and the jirreforma- 
bility of its decrees in queſtions of faith. If 
it be not a truth contradictorily decided in the 
manner above explained, it is a truth ſuffici- 
ently. revealed and propagated through ages, 
by the common doQrine of the paſtors united 
to-their chief and by the common belief of 
their flocks. It is a truth, which all marks 
of revelation aſcertain, a preliminary, a funda. 
mental truth, warranted to us by the wiſdom 
and power of the ſupreme architect in the 
conſtruction of his church, a truth which, 
though never decided, was never ambiguous 
and never wanted deciſion. 


If this be the caſe, it may be imagined that 


we impute a wilful error in matter of faith to 
the ſubſcribers of the fallibility of the holy See, 
that we pronounce them heretics. Abſit. 
God forbid. | Theologians would not advance 
the objettion, but for the ſake of others it 
ſhall be anſwered. 

The faith of the church is unalterable, ſhe 
now believes what ſhe has always believed, 
and every article of her faith derived from the 


«poitles i is conſigned either in ſcripture or in 


' apoſtolical 
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apoſtolical tradition. Notwithſtanding the 
truth of this, a revealed article which is either 
conſigned in holy writ, or has glided through 
a quiet tradition for ages, may poſſibly at ſome 
period be little underſtood, it may be tortured 
by the uncertain opinions and explanations of 
men, till the infallible church of God pronoun- 
ces definitively upon-it and thus removes all 
all doubts. It is then called “ a defined arti. 
cle of faith,“ it was before implicitly believed, 
it is now admitted with explicit faith. Thus, 
for inſtance, the unerring authority of the 
church formerly reſcued from corruption and 
miſtake the catholic doctrine of the ſpirituality | 
of the angelic nature, which, tho* announced 
in holy ſcripture, was for a time ſtrangely mi- 

ſtaken even by eminent perſonages whom we 
no juſtly revere as fathers of the church. 
Theſe venerable men miſ-apprehending the 
true catholic dottrine on this point, advanced 
human opinions inſtead of divine truths. Their 
more knowing opponents announced the un- 
compounded ſpirituality of angels as a catho- 
lic truth, they ranked the oppoſite opinion of 
great men in the lift of errors, but while the 
church ſuſpended her deciſion, no man was 
branded with the imputation of hereſy, be- 
cauſe hereſy does not conſiſt in a miſtake on a 
| diſputed 
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diſputed point, but in a wilful and obſtinate er- 
ror in what is known to be of faith. In the 
caſe before us, we hold the infallibility of the 
holy See in dogmatical deciſions to belong to 
the body of catholic truths, but while the 
church tolerates diſputes upon it, by whatever 
means they aroſe, the abettors of the oppoſite 
ſide cannot be branded with odious appella- 
tions, becauſe they are ready to ſubmit to the 
decifion of the church, whenever it may be 
notified to them. The moral impoſſibility of 
a deciſion intervening does not alter the caſe 
in their regard, it only proves the neceſſity of 
ſeriouſly examining the queſtion and the im- 
portance of taking a right part in it. We 
wiſh that theſe ſheets may contribute to dire& 
the impartial reader to a prudent choice, 

But ſome timid Catholics may ftill enquire, 
why the infallibility of the holy See and the 
irreformability of its dogmatical deciſions are 
not after all advanced from the rank of catho- 
tic truths to that of truths «© decided.” What 
Mould with-hold a ſolemn definition which 
would at once ſuppreſs all future conteſts ? 
Beſides the motives already alledged, one 
xceaſon with-holds the ſatisfaction which is 
demanded, and we ſee no anſwer to it. If the 
church of Rome ſhould take the ftep which is 

anime i here 
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here required, ſhe would derogate from her 
own juſt rights to the prejudice of her children; 
ſne would ſeem to ſuppoſe a rational and well- 
founded doubt to exiſt of her lawful and un- 
alienable authority, which ſhe only exerts for 
the advantage of the catholic flock of Chriſt, 
conformably to the intentions of the divine 
ſhepherd. Supreme and independent autho- 
rity, in whatever line it be, is always preſup- 
poſed, it exerts itſelf, it ſupports itſelf, but it 
never announces or declares itſelf, it is never 
defined by the tribunal which attributes jt to 
itſelf and which enjoys it, or atleaſt jt js only 
thus decided by its poſſeſhon, that is, by the 
actual and public uſe which it makes of it, 
Authority, whether ſovereign in ſtate or in- 
fallible in church, is not decided either by 
the monarch or the pontiff; they find jt eſta- 
bliſked when they mount their reſpeQivye 
thrones, and they preſerve it by the uſe and 
exerciſe of it, Its extent does not depend 
upon the notions of aſſuming ſubjeAs who 
may attempt to bound and reſtrain it, it is 
not degraded by the revolts of thoſe who have 
diſputed the exerciſe of its rights. It re- eſta. 
bliſhes 1tſelf upon the ruin of audacious ſuby 
jeQs and it re- enters into poſſeſſion of its 
rights which have been violently and unjuſtly 

jep, 
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interrupted. The unalienable rights and pri- 


vileges which the holy See enjoys, not for its 
own glory but for our advantage, are prelimi- 
naries which have an antecedent exiſtence 
prior to the deciſion of articles of faith, and 
theſe latter are only eſtabliſhed and main» 
tained by the exerciſe of theſe rights in the 
condemnation of errors which oppoſe them, 
In vain does malignity attribute theſe rights to 
the ambitious pretenſions of Popes, they are 
eſſentially the fruits of the divine promiſes of 
Chriſt and of his providence over the immu- 
tability of his church. Strip the church of 


Chriſt of theſe privileges, the chair of Peter 
of theſe original rights, you inſtantly eſtabliſh 
the reign of licentious innovation, and the 
poſteriour conſent, which you require, will 
never diſarm it or check its progreſs, 

We contend for rights which are purely 
ſpiritual in their own nature, and we would 
with equal zeal Jament and oppoſe any extra- 


vagant attempt of a Pope, who ſhould miſuſe 


his ſpiritual powers to eſtabliſh either a direct 
or indirect ſuperiority over the rulers of na- 
tions, or over the temporal rights or the pro- 
perties or perſons of the meaneſt of their ſub- 
Jes, It were a taſk equally eaſy and uſeleſs 
to inculpate or to apologize for the Gregories 
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and Bonifaces of the middle ages; but fince 
their preſent meek ſucceſſors will certainly 
never imitate their conduct, the mild exertion 
of their unalienable prerogative might ſurely 
render it amiable to Chriſtians, if they would 
reflect, that they retain it not for their own. 
ſplendour but for our uſe and advantage. A 
Pope in the Vatican or a Pope in the cata- 
combs is equally vicar of Chriſt, bis temporal 
importance is liable to the fate of all human 
grandeur, but his character and his eſſential 
rights will ever be revered .and cheriſhed by 
the children of God as long as time ſhall en- 
dure, ; 


CHAPTER VI. 


Nie modern doftrine of the Gallican churches 
confidered.”* 


Hrruzzro we have not alledged any 
of the ufual arguments which are urged in 
ſchools, to demonſtrate the truth for which we 
contend. They would, no doubt, let in a 
blaze of light upon the -ſubjeQ, but we wiſhed 
to avoid ſcholaſtic contention, and we might 

well 


[9] | 
well ſuppoſe the ancient doftrine of all chur- 
ches to be proved, while we ſhewed the weak 


foundation and the ruinous conſequences of 
modern opinions which oppoſe it. If we 


would interrogate our fathers, what an unani- 


mity ſhould we diſcover among them from 
the earlieſt periods of chriſtianity, in ſupport- 


ing and revering the inerrancy of Peter's 


chair! How exaRQly was the language of an- 
tiquity re-echoed through the middle ages, 
how unaltered did it ſound, even throughout 


France, in the very laſt century, how new, 


how ſtrange, how torturing to catholic ears 
were the accents of thirty four Biſhops in 
1682, who firſt ventured to contraditt what 
even their immediate (predeceſſors had de- 
clared to be their belief and their doctrine! 
Perſons who have ſtudied this point, muſt allow 
that the proofs of all this are eaſy to be col- 
lected from the teſtimonies of paſt ages, and 
if we omit them in this place, it is merely to 


ſpare our readers and to avoid a ſhew of eru- 


dition, too common however to be a ſubjett of 
vanity ; nor would the names of Gerſon, Al- 


main or the Sorboniſts in the beginning of the 


fifteenth century be able to frighten us from 
our proofs. We conceive that our adverſa- 
ries would willingly decline this enquiry, if on 
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dur part we would allow the affured and eafy 
confidence with which they appeal to the 
later periods of the Gallican church. And 
becauſe they conceive themſelves to be here 
invulnerable, we will conclude our conſidera- 
tions with a ſhort view of the Gallican doarine 
of the laſt and even the preſent century, 
which upon impartial examination may be 
found to be leſs favourable to their cauſe 
than they are willing to preſume. 

The errors of Edmond Richer had made 
much noiſe and ſome progreſs in France in 


the beginning of the laſt century, and they 
' were exploded and condemned equally by 
Rome and by France. At that period the 
Gallican Biſhops united in faith, ſpirit and 


affection with the holy See, wanted neither 
royal editts nor the authority of civil magi- 


ftrates to ſupport the paſtoral leſſons which 


they delivered to their flocks. Theſe pre- 
cautions were firſt called in aid in 1682 when 


the prelates influenced by the paſſions of their 


king were addreſſing to the faithful a lan- 
guage, which their old maſters and fathers 
in faith had never held. The predeceſſors of 
theſe men in 1626 uninfluenced by fear or 
hope acted with liberty and independence, 


bey had no other view than to maintain the 


ancient 
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ancient doftrine on the authority of the holy 
See in dogmatical queſtions, which in com- 
mon with other catholic nations France had 
received and then cheriſhed, in ſpite of Richer 

and his abettors. An authentic monument of 
the ſenſe of the Gallican clergy upon this 
ſubje&t may ſtand in lieu of many others 
which might be alledged, and it will leave the 
curious queſtion to be examined, by what 
means, within the ſhort term of fifty fix years, 
ſo total an alteration of principles and ideas 
was effected among the prelates of ſo en- 
lightened a kingdom, how thirty four Biſhops, 
nurtured in principles of unreſerved ſubmiſ- 
fion to abſolute authority, could in a paroxyſm 
of loyalty preſume to exalt the temporal 
monarchy of their prince, by depreſſing the 
divine monarchy of the church inſtituted by 
Jeſus Chriſt. The cauſes which have been 
aſſigned can alone account for it, and while 
they betray the weakneſs of the declaration 
which they occaſioned, they have neceſſitated 
catholic ſupporters of it to invent ſubtleties, 
in order to reconcile it with decided articles 
of faith. For it is obſervable that in treating 
this matter, as if conſcious of the weakneſs 
of their cauſe, they rather labour to diſtin. 
guiſh it from the exploded ſyſtem of Richer, - 

than 
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than to eſtabliſh it upon ſolid and theological 
grounds. Not ſo the prelates of 1626, whoſe 
advice to the Archbiſhops and Biſhops of the 
Gallican church we the rather wiſh to contraſt 
with the declaration of 1682, becauſe the 
friends of the latter generally ſuppreſs all 
mention of it. 

“The advice (or inftruQion) of the general 
e aſſembly of the clergy of France to the 
* Archbiſhops and Biſhops of this kingdom, 
« reſolved in the general aſſembly of the 
« clergy of France on the 20th day of January 
« 1626, by command of the moſt illuſtrious 
« and right reverend Cardinals, Archbiſhops 
« and Biſhops and all the eccleſiaſtical depu- 
* ties of the general aſſembly of the clergy 
* of France.” 

Leonor D'Eſtampes Biſhop of ee 
was honoured with the commiſſion, and with 
the approbation and avowal of the whole 
aſſembly he acquitted himſelf of it in the 
following terms. It is one of the great 
« proofs of the love which nien bear to God, 
« when they reſpect and honour thoſe whom 
« he has appointed in this world to be his 
« image, to hold his place and in his ſtead 
« yifibly to ſupply the neceflities of men for 
dhe ſalvation of their ſouls. This having 
| | « been 


1 
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* been given by prerogative to the ſovereign 
, pontiffs above all other Biſhops, it is rea- 
* fonable that they acknowledging themſelves 
* to be their inferiours ſhould ſhew this 
* honour reſpect and reverence to them, that 
« by their example all other men may do the 
„ ſame thing. The Biſhops ſhall therefore 
* be exhorted to honour the holy apoſtolical 
See and the Roman church founded in the 
e infallible promiſe of God, in the blood of 
« apoſtles and martyrs, mother of churches, 
« which, to ſpeak with St. Athanaſius, is as 
te it were the ſacred head, by which all other 
* churches which are only its members, are 
© lifted up maintained and preſerved. They 
* ſhall alſo reſpett our holy father the Pope, 


*yifible Head of the univerſal church, vicar 


* of God upon earth, Biſhop of Biſhops and 
« Patriarchs, in a word, ſucceſſor of St. Peter, 
«in whom apoſtleſhip and epiſcopacy had 


e their beginning and upon whom Jeſus Chriſt 
* founded his church in giving to him the 


keys of heaven with IX TALLIIBIII TT or 
* FAITH WHICH WIE HAVE SEEN MIRACU= 
* LOUSLY TO SUBSIST IMMOVEABLE IN HIS 
„ $UCCESSORS TO "THE PRESENT DAY, 


„Now this having obliged all the orthodox 


* faithful to yield to them all fort of obe- 
* dience and to live in ſubmiſſion to their 
te holy 
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“ holy decrees and orders, the Biſhops ſhall 
be exhorted to take care that the ſame thing 
be continued, to repreſs inaſmuch as ſhall 
© be poſſible all libertine ſpirits who may pre. 
« ſume to bring into doubt and to compro- 

* miſe this holy and ſacred authority, con- 
'« firmed by ſo many divine and poſitive 
« laws; and in order to ſhew the way to 
* others, they ſhall firſt ſubmit to it them- 
te ſelves. Now the particular aſſiſtance of the 
Holy Ghoſt being neceſſary to conduct a 
« government ſo important as is that of the 
4 univerſal church, the Biſhops ordain” &c. &c. 
If the preſent Biſhops of France do not 
unanimouſly and openly avow theſe ancient 
principles, if they ſuffer the contrary declara- 
tion of 1682 ſtill to ſubſiſt unrevoked, we may 
preſume that they are leſs guided by convic- 
tion than they. are influenced by a ſenſe of 
the credit of their nation and body, by the 
dread of the civil magiſtrates and the appre- 
henſion of miſchiefs which might enſue from 
a renewal of diſputes. Excepting the noto- 
rious adherents to the Janſeniſt party, the 
Gallican prelates during the laſt. hundred 
| years have generally choſen to obſerve a cau- 
tious ſilence upon this matter, and this might 


be conſidered as a mark of neutrality, if their 
| conduct 
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condutt in accepting dogmatical decrees of 


the holy See and the numerous paſtoral in- 
ſtructions of the moſt illuſtrious among them 
did not demonſtrate their real convition of 
the infallibility of their chief as efficaciouſly, 
as a formal diſavowal of the declaration could 
do. The full proof of this would far exceed 
our plan, it would import the hiſtory of the 
execution of the dogmatical Bulls * Vineam 
Domini Sabaoth” and“ Unigenitus“, it would 
require a multitude of citations from the 
writings of the many eminent prelates who 
have adorned the Gallican church ſince 1682; 
and as this proof is already compleatly admi- 
niſtered, we refer the reader for full ſatis- 
faction to an excellent work printed in 1748, 
te De ſuprema ſummi Pontificis auQtoritate ho- 
dĩerna eccleſiæ Gallicanæ doctrina, the merit 


of which is not depreciated either by the 


criticiſms of the Janſeniſtical gazette entitled 
Nouvelles ecclefiaſtiques,” or by the ſen- 
tence of ſuppreſſion paſſed upon it by the 
French courts of parliament. 

The Gallican church has indeed at all times 
produced numerous aſſertors of the doftrine 
which we ſupport, and if we did not diſlike 
the appearance of ſcholaſtic contention, we 
might eaſily name a cloud of witneſſes in 
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favour of it. The authentic piece which we 
have produced is a demonſtration, that the 
Gallican clergy perſevered after the council 
of Conſtance in the ſame ſentiments, which 
the Univerſity of Paris had expreſſed a few 
years before it, when in 1387 in the Conſt. 
ſtory before Clement, whom they conſidered 
as lawful Pope, they acknowledged the deci. 
ſions of the Pope in cauſes of faith to be 
infallible; and our learned readers muſt be 


ſcuſible, that to every objeftion drawn from 


the times and circumſtances of the council of 


Conſtance, a ready anſwer is prepared in the 


ftores of ſcholaſtic divinity. We would wiſh 
to avoid citations, and if we produce the 
famous De Marca as an evidence on our fide, 
it is merely becauſe his authority can never 
be refuſed by catholic opponents of the pre- 
tenſions of the holy See. 

In 1661 the infallibility of the Pope in 
deciſions of faith having been publicly aſſerted 
in a Theſe in Clermont College at Paris, 
De Marca then Biſhop of the dioceſe dictated 
to Baluze a ſhort commentary upon it, in 
which he acknowledges that the opinion ſup- 
ported in the Theſe is the only one which is 
taught in Italy, Spain and other provinces 
of the chriſtian world, and that the oppoſite 
doftrine is only to be ranked in the claſs of 

tolerated 


1 
tolerated opinions. He obſerves that it were 
an injury to the Roman pontiffs to diſpute 
their privilege of infallibility in matters of 
faith, confirmed to them by the conſent of all 
univerſities, and that it would tend to weaken 
the force of the apoſtolical conſtitutions againſt 
the errors of - Janſenius. He adds that the 
ſame doctrine of the infallibility was publicly 
defended in Sorbonne and Navarre college in 
the year 1662, and that this opinion was 


adopted by almoſt all Theologians and Doc- 
tors of law in France, notwithſtanding the 


contrary opinion of the ancient Sorbonne in 
the times of the council of Conſtance. *“ It 
was not till the enſuing year, in the heat of 
the quarrel between Rome and France on the 
affair of the Duke de Crequi, that the doctors 
of the faculty thought proper to affront the holy 
See by declaring, that the infallibility of the 
Pope in dogmatical deciſions independently 
of the conſent of the church, was not the 
profeſſed doctrine of their faculty. It may 
be here remarked, that neither the Sorbonne 
nor the prelates of 1682 ever preſumed to 
cenſure the old opinion, from which they 


* See Charlas de la Puiſs, de l'egliſe, p. go, 
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receded, as an error, much leſs to avail them. 
ſelves of the council of Conſtance to eſtabliſh 
their on as a catholic truth. They and their 
king conſidered it as a matter of policy and ſtate, 
becauſe, contrary to the opinion of De Marca, 
they conceived their Gallican privileges to be 
endangered by the oppoſite doctrine, and as 
long as the public teaching of it was diſcoun- 
tenanced, the private opinion of individuals 
was not controuled“. That of the Prelates 
in 1626 ſtands forth in full evidence, and 
their ſucceſſors who governed the churches of 
France in 1651, 1653, 1656 and 1661 muſt be 
admitted as ſupporters of the old doftrine by 
whoever reads their ſeveral letters to the 
| Popes Innocent X. and Alexander VII. 
Neither has the authority of the aſſembly 
of 1682 influenced the opinions or conduct of 
the moſt illuſtrious Gallican prelates fince that 
epoch, The F enelons, the Belſunces, the 
Tencins, the Languets, the La Fares, &c. 
&c. have left inconteſtable evidences of their 
ſentiments, which with their virtues and zeal 
for catholicity they tranſmitted to many others, 
whom the youngeſt among us may remember, 


0 Op! the ſixteenth day of July 1705, the _ 


by See DAR ad an, 1682+ 


lical 


TW 
lieal Conſtitution © Virieam Domini” appear- 
ed at Rome, and the Gallican clergy aſſembled 
at Paris on the twenty-ſecond day of the fol- 
lowing month, not only voted the promulga- 
tion of it under the ſanction of cenſures and 
canonical penalties againſt the refrattory, but 
venerated in the ſolemn decree of Clement 
XI. the judgment of Peter ſpeaking by the 
mouth of his fucceffor. This conduct of the 


clergy is a proof that they conſidered the papal 


decifion as irreformable in itſelf before the 


acceſſion of the diſperſed Biſhops, of which 
the aſſembly could not poſſibly be certified in 
ſo ſhort a ſpace of time. Similar proofs of the 
principles of the Gallican biſhops may be 
drawn from the hiſtory of the Conſtitution 
* Unigenitus”” and from the letters to the 
Pope and the paſtoral inſtructions which it oc- 
caſioned. In all theſe tranſactions the princi- 
ples of che thirty four Biſhops of 1682 were 
perfectly diſregarded, they were not conſi- 
dered as forming rules of conduct for the Gal- 
lican church, and indeed they never expreſſed 
its real ſentiments. For not to mention the 
revocation of them explained in the firſt chap- 
ter, the framers of the declaration were too 
evidently influenced by awe of the court, too 
much prejudiced againſt the then reigning 
pontiff, to be free and 2 judges in a 

queſtion 
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queſtion. of ſuch . uncommon magnitude, 
Thirty four from above one hundred and 


thirty Biſhops were not a ſufficient number to 


expreſs the ſenſe of the whole body; they did 
not even agree, upon the declaration by unani- 
mous but only by common conſent, the abſent 
prelates did not vote by proxy, and only a few 
acceded to the reſolves by expreſs adherence ; 
the whole of their proceedings was annulled 
by two ſovereign pontiffs and ſeveral of the 


immediate authors of them teſtified their re- 


pentance and diſavowal of them to a third“. 
Neither is this retractation invalidated by the 
defence of the declaration ſaid to be written. 
by the great Boſſuet, both becauſe it is poſte- 
riour to the aſſigned date of that writing, and 
becauſe the powerful reaſons which prove the 


work to be ſpurious or at leaſt interpolated 


after the death of the ſuppoſed author, muſt 


ever defeat any argument that may be drawn 
from the contents of it. We may conclude 
this matter with the words of the learned Ab- 
bot of Senones Matthew Petitdidier, whoſe | 
treatiſe on the authority and infallibility of the 
ſovereign pontiffs in dogmatical matters was 
honoured by a ſpecial Brief of Benedict XIII. 


See Chapter IJ. 
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in 1724. When it is ſaid that the doftrine 
of papal fallibility in matters of faith is the 
opinion of France, at leaſt one half of the 
aſſertion ought to be retrenched. For a very 
conſiderable number of biſhops and dodtors, 
even of Paris, of religious, of paſtors and 
churchmen of every rank is found throughout 
the kingdom, who hold the infallibility of the 
Roman pontiffs and their authority and pre- 
eminence over councils to be undoubted 
truths.” 72 5 

The learned Thyrſus Gonzales demon- 
ſtrates “ that the ſame may be ſaid with more 
reaſon of the dottors of other catholic na- 
tions, and to the liſt which he compiled to- 
wards the cloſe of the laſt century, we might 
add moſt of the reſpettable names which have 
adorned univerſities and religious orders in 
other countries during the preſent. What 
might we not ſay of the preſent Cardinal 
Archbiſhop of Turin, of the Archbiſhop of 


% 


Florence, of the Biſhop of Parma, and of the 
whole ſynod of Tuſcan Biſhops, who lately 


made ſuch vigorous oppoſition to the innovat- 
ing Biſhops of Piſtoia and Colle? What ſtu- 
dent is ignorant of the learned names of the 


* ManuduR. ad converſ. Mahumet, p. f. I. 3. c. 6. 
Dominican 
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Dominital Gardival Gotti and Berti the Au- 
, guſtinian, each of whom maintains the dodtrine 
of infallibility as common to almoſt all catho- 
lics, in their courſes of theology which they 
publiſhed for the uſe of their reſpective or- 
ders? The ſame doctrine is ſolidly defended 
by Billuart the Dominican Provincial in the 
French Flanders in his courſe of theology for 
the uſe of the Thomiſtie ſchools, and herein 
he follows the univerſity of Douay, which 
formally declared its ſentiments upon this 
matter in its remonſtrances to the King in 
2683, when it was required to adopt the doc- 
trine contained in the declaration of the fore- 
going year. It is defended by Don Matthew 
Petitdidier and Don Carlier of the BenediQtin 
order, the latter of whom has publiſhed a trea- 
tiſe upon it againſt Boſſuet and Tournelly; it 
is taught by the -virtuous and learned Biſhop 
of St. Agatha Alphonſus di Ligorio, by Balle- 
rini, by the modern German dodtors Kilber, 
Mayr and Veich, and it is triumphantly vin- 
dicated by the great Zaccaria the learned and 
ſucceſsful antagoniſt of the clumſy Febro- 
nius. TO 
We make. one reflection more and we end. 
What can be gained in prattice by maintaining 
the fallibility of the holy See before the con- 
ſent 
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ſent of the Fe The — prette 
above named conſtantly teach, that all Chri- 
ſtians are bound to yield a fall entire and 
unreſerved ſubmiſſion of mind and heart to 
dogmatical definitions of the holy See. All 
catholic Gallican doQtors allow them to be 
irreformable when the expreſs or tacit con- 
ſent of the majority of diſperſed biſhops is 
Joined to them. Now this in practice always 
happens, and we conceive that it muſt hap.. 
pen in conſequence of the neceſſary viſibility 
of the church which can never fail. But 
even if our reaſoning upon this point were 
not admitted, yet the experience of cighteen 
centuries has ſhewn, that as no Pope has 
ever erred in a dogmatical definition addreſ- 
ſed to the whole church, ſo a great majority 
of biſhops have ever adhered to their chief; 
and this alone is a ſufficient earneſt that the 
ſame order of providence will continue to 
ſubſiſt for the preſervation of the identity 
of catholic faith. Hence it appears that 
the modern opinion which afferts the per- 
ſonal fallibility of the Pope deciding * ex 
cathedra'ꝰ on matters of faith, is rather ſpecu- 
lative than practical, and if on one fide it 
be poſſible to be orthodox and yet deny the 

2 infallibility 
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infallibility of the holy See, on the other ſide 
it is impoſſible to be attached to any con- 
demned error while we believe and ſupport 


that infallibility; becauſe whatever the chair 
of Peter proſcribes is always erroneous, 
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APPENDIX. 


AVV 


Cathedra tibi quid fecit eccleſiæ Romanz, in qua 
Petrus ſedit, et in qua Anaſtaſius Pint VI.) nunc ſedet ? 

Cur appellas cathedram peſtilentiæ cathedram apoſtoli- 
cam!“ S. Aug. 1. 2. contra Petilian. c. 51. 


Siwer the Conſiderations on &c. were 
ſent to the preſs, a letter addreſſed by a lay- 
man to the cathglic clergy of England on the 
appointment of Biſhops has fallen into our 
hands, and, as we fear, is gone forth to ſcat- 
ter the ſeeds of ſchiſm to the extremities of 
the Britiſh catholic church. The ſubje& 
which we have treated naturally ſuggeſts the 
neceſſity of an anſwer to this new attempt to 
conſummate our ſeparation from the holy 
See. Indiſpenſable occupations and the 
| | P. Ws. ſhortneſs 
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ſhortneſs of time preclude a compleat refuta- 
tion of it, becauſe this would imply a treatiſe, 
which indeed is much wanted, on the nature 
of papal juriſdiction and eccleſiaſtical diſci- 
pline. While abler hands are preparing this 
refutation, it is hoped that a few obvious re- 
flections may help to warn our brethren the 
Catholics of Great Britain, to beware of any 
new propoſal that tends to alter the old prin- 
ciples and maxims of their religion. 

It muſt be firſt obſerved, that in a bufineſs 
ſo intimately connected with religion as is the 
appointment of Biſhops, it were the laſt ſtrain 
of folly to liſten to the dictates of laymen, wha 
* are not of the ſeed of thoſe men by whom 
ſalvation is brought to Iſrael.” 1 Macc. v. It 
is not allowable for laymen, not even thoſe 
who are deputed to exerciſe the functions of 
public government, to pronounce upon eccle- 
ſiaſtical cauſes. Whatever knowledge or vir- 
tues a layman may poſſeſs, he is not a ſhep- 
herd, he is a ſimple ſneep, and in a matter of 
ſuch infinite importance as is the government 
of che flock, obedience is all his duty. If he 
have right principles of faith, he muſt know 
that the government of the church is eſſen- 
tially, one, as the church itſelf is one; that 
this en eſſentially reſiſts all external 
dominion, 


1 17 ] 
dominion, even of ſovereigns, becauſe ſuch 
interference would ſplit the church into as 

many independent ſocieties, as there are dif- 
ferent ſovereignties. He muſt know that the 
eſſential diſcipline without which the church 
cannot ſubſiſt, originates in Jeſus Chriſt, and 
though in the detail of this diſcipline ſome 
points may be varied according to the neceſſi- 
ties of the faithful, yet this diverſity does not 
prejudice the unity of the church, becauſe diſ- 
cipline always remains ſubordinate to the ſame 
divine authority of the church, which alone 
has received the commiſſion from Chriſt to 

modify. or reform it. To preſerve this unity 
ina ſpiritual government which comprehends 
all nations, a chief was neceſſary, to preſide 
with plenitude of juriſdiction and power to 
ena laws. This chief was conſtituted in the 
perſon of Peter, to whom was given the com- 
miſſion to feed the flock, whoſe apoſtleſhip is 
commenſurate to the duration of time, on 

whom that church is built, againſt which 
hell's gates ſhall never prevail. This prima- 
cy imports the power of government by laws, 
and the promiſe of Chriſt warrants that theſe 
laws ſhall not deviate from the path of eter- 
pal truth or lead the faithful into error. 

In 
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c - In the code of laws which conſtitute eccle- 


ſiaſtical diſcipline, there are ſome which are 


ever invariable, becauſe they are ordained 


immediately by Chriſt himſelf. Such are 
thoſe which regard the matter and form of the 
ſacraments, the prohibition of polygamy, di- 
vorce and uſury, and all the moral precepts 
which iſſued from the mouth of eternal truth. 
There are others ſo connected with the 
dogma of faith, that though they may be varied 
in the mode of execution, yet the ſubſtance 
of them cannot be altered without injury of 
faith itfelf. Such are the laws which regard 
the uſe and veneration of holy images, thoſe 
which forbid the celebration of Eafter accord- 
ing to the Jewiſh rite, thoſe which prohibit 
the re-baptiſing of perſons validly baptiſed by 
heretics, and in this claſs muſt be ranked the 
ordination of Biſhops and the erection of bi- 
ſhoprics, as points of diſcipline connected with 
the dogma of faith and therefore more impor= 
tant than thoſe others, which have been enatted 
in councils and conſecrated by univerſal ob- 
ſervance, ſuch as are the laws of faſting, the 
celebration of feaſts, &c. 


. 


Now in regard of the ordination of Biſhops, 
it muſt be held agreeably to the definition 
of the council of Florence, *© that the Pope is 

| " 
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the true ſucceſſor of St. Peter prince of the 

- apoſtles, that he is true vicar of Chriſt upon 

earth, head of the church, father and doctor 

of chriſtians, and has received from Jeſus 

Chrift a plenitude of power to feed, to' rule 
and to govern the univerſal church.” No 
catholic can deny a word of all this; it is 
defined. Now, that ſuch a prelate has the 
right of approving and diſapproving the 
election of thoſe, who together with him but 
dependently on him are to govern particular 
portions of the univerſal church, is a con- 
ſequence ſo directly reſulting from the pre- 
miſes, that no catholic philoſopher can deny 

it without injuring his reaſon and his faith. 

For if the appointment of Biſhops do not 
depend upon the Roman pontiff, why ſhould 
the Biſhops themſelves depend upon him? 
and if the paſtors are not dependent, how and 
why ſhall the ſheep be ſubject, who have 
already in their own Biſhop a paſtor to govern 
them with independent power? And if neither 

paſtor nor ſheep are to depend upon the 
ſupreme ſhepherd, how can this latter be © vi- 
car of Chriſt, head of the church and father 
of chriſtians, with full power to govern the 
univerſal church? Conc. Flor. Seſſ. 25. Hence, 
to pretend that the ordination of a Biſhop in 
| defiance 
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defiance of the head of the church is lawful, 
is at once to deſtroy a clear definition of a 
general council, which being irreformable, has 
placed the point of diſcipline in this matter 
beyond the poſſibility of variation. Poſſibly 
the head of the church may forego the ſtrict 
uſe of his eſſential rights, he may delegate the 
nomination of inferiour paſtors to others, he 
may, conformably to circumſtances, agree to 
nons which may veſt the immediate elections 
and ordinations in the neighbouring Biſhops, 
he may allow certain. portions of the clergy or 
even princes and laymen to concur to the 
election of their immediate paſtor; all this has 
been done in different ages, and in this view 
the mode of diſcipline is ſubje& to viciſſi- 
tudes; but to pretend that elections and ordi- 
nations of Biſhops can be lawfully effected 
without delegation or conſent of the ſupreme 
paſtor or in contradiction to his will, is ſchiſm 
direkt, it is an open attack upon the very 
foundations of our faith. We call it by its 
proper name, but we mean not to impute any 
malevolence of intention to our lay canoniſt, 
we aſcribe his dottrines merely to his miſ.. 
conception of the nature of church diſcipline, 
which in a layman does not ſurpriſe; If he 
| will 
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will meddle with the cenſer, it is natural thay 
he ſhould ſinge his fingers. 
If our pious and unlettered brethren com- 
prehend the force and clarity of this reaſoning, 
they will not be dazzled by the glare of eru- 
dition, with which they are now invited to 
invade the ſanftuary. The plain argument 
which they have read at once ſcatters all falſe 
lights, and it ſuperſedes the neceſſity of de- 
anonſtrating ſingly, (which were an eaſy taſk) 
that not one of the inſtances alledged leads to 
the concluſions which the layman would infer. 
The diſcipline of the church does not require 
that Biſhops ſhould be choſen by the clergy 
and people, or ordained by neighbouring Bi- 
ſhops independently of the Pope; the diſci- 
pline of the church requires the very con- 
trary. The diſcipline of the church in points 
connefted, as this is, with faith, is under the 
ſafeguard of heaven, the mode may vary, the 1 
ſubſtance is unchangeable, and what is, is 
therefore right. The various modes of filling 
epiſcopal Sees which have ſucceſſively pre- | 
vailed were all lawful; becauſe the preſent 1 
canons were not then in vigour, becauſe the. 9 
head of the church ſanctioned and allowed 
them; but never could a catholic Biſhop be 
ordained in deſpite of the head of the church, " 
R who 1 
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who in every age retained and often exer- 
ciſed his unalienable right of apptoving and 
confirming, of rejeQting and even depoſing 
elected Biſhops, as the exigencies of religion 
required. If the church do not follow any 
longer the mode which ſhe formerly uſed in 
the collation of Sees, it is a revolution of 
exteriour diſcipline which forms a part of the 
viciſſitudes which ſhe has undergone, and 
which all belong to the general adminiſtration, 
of which the Holy Ghoſt direQs the ſprings 
and inſures the rectitude. To pretend that 
the church has fallen into diſorder in a point 
fo cloſely connected with faith, is the very 
extravagance which St. Auſtin reckoned inſa- 
nity in a Chriſtian. “ Si quid per totum orbem 
frequentat eccleſia, quin fit faciendum diſ- 
putare, apertiſſima inſania eſt.“ 

O how little is logic attended to, where 
paſſion rules! It is an odious affettation of a 
multitude of modern writers, who to them- 
ſelves © ſeem to be ſomething””, to deplore 
the degeneracy of the modern church and to 
extol the diſcipline of the ancient.“ Their 


* Eraſmus ſaid more ſenſibly, © Ecclefiam—ſubito 
ad primordia revocare nihilo eſt abſurdius, quam virum 
adultum ad cunas et infantiam velle retrahere - Quid 
multis? Si Paulus hodie viveret, non improbaret, opinor, 
præſentem eccleſiz ſtatum. In hominum vitia clamaret 

&c. Ep. Prid. id. nov. 1529. Ed. Coloniæ 15414. 
; ; motives 
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motive is to inſpire contempt of what is now 
in uſe, by recommending what cannot be 
praftiſed. Among all modern writers of note, 
this folly is the moſt glaringly conſpicuous 
throughout the page of Fleury, who on this 
ground ſtands forth as bad a logician, as he 1s 
an elegant writer and a diligent compiler. 
Right reaſon demonſtrates the propriety of 
occaſionally varying the mode of diſcipline, 
of which the ſubſtance remains unaltered, 
and this accidental variety has pervaded many 
other parts of the general adminiſtration, be- 
ſides the appointment of Biſhops. The church 
always exerciſcd her divine power of for- 
giving and puniſhing fin, but the mode has 
been ſucceſſively adapted to the exigencies 
of the times and to the characters of the 
perſons ſul ject to her authority. In the early 
ages penances were enjoined and indulgences 
were given, but canonical penances were not 
yet regulated by general laws, which were 
afterwards enacted. Penitential canons were 
in time diſuſed, and the ſtubborn fierceneſs 
of our Gothic anceſtors was very properly 
checked by the frequent uſe of excommuni- 
cation. The milder character of later ages 
has induced the church to withhold the fre- 
quent uſe of this dreadful power, and ſhe now 
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exhibits a profuſion of indulgence and meek- 
neſs, even to her ungrateful children, who 
equally blame her ſeverity and inſult her for- 
bearance. They blaſpheme what they do not 
underſtand. If good men ſtartle at the ap- 
parent difference between ancient and modern 


diſcipline, let them meditate the words with 


which the learned Thomaſſin concludes his 
judicious remarks upon this matter. © In 
uſu et exercitio variatum eſt, non in poteſtate, 
quæ in Romanis pontificibus pro eorum ſum- 
mo principatu eadem | ſemper intatta atque 
illibata viget ; erumpit autem et exercetur non 
eodem ſemper modo, ſed pro locorum tempo- 
rumque et rerum opportunitate, pro eccleſiæ 
ſive utilitate ſive neceſſitate. Hæc certiſſima 
norma eſt conciliandæ antiquæ eccleſiarum 
diſcipline cum nova.” 


With this principle and a firm conviction 


that Chriſt watches over the intereſts and ne- 


ceſſities of his church, neither the ſemblance of 
zeal nor the abuſe of erudition will ever per- 
ſuade us, that the church can err in a watter 
of ſuch importance, as is the collation of 
ſpiritual juriſdiction. It will be needleſs te 
examine the meaſure and extent of the power 
which Biſhops exerciſed in former ages and 
jn certain countries; it wil ſuffice to _— 
the 
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„ the diſcipline which regulated that power 
has been changed, and not the old but the 
aQtual canons muſt now determine the extent 
of it.” If this principle were not immove- 
able, the very Biſhops of the church would 
ſoon unhinge her government and involve 
her in anarchy. One might re-eſtabliſh 
the apoſtolic prohibition of ſtrangled meats, 
another would baptize by immerſion, a third 
would communicate the laity under both ſpe- 
cies; ſome would aboliſh metropolitan juriſ- 
dition, ſeminaries, univerſities, chapters, and 
religious orders, all unknown to antiquity, 
others would appoint 1 their own ſucceſſors or 
divide their Sees; thjs would veſt elections in 
the clergy, that in the people, each would 
produce examples of various dates to ſupport 
his own whim, and would circulate printed 
letters to decoy the ignorant and to raiſe a 
party. But © we have a more firm prophetic 
word,” we know that the general diſcipline 
of the church depends not upon *© private 
interpretation”? and that it is not in the power 
of a Biſhop or even of a national church 
o change it. The inconveniencies, eſpecially 
the danger of ſchiſm, reſulting from the 
ancient modes of inſtituting Biſhops, gave riſe 
to the venerable canons which have now for 
ages 
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ages regulated this important concern, and 
that a layman ſhould preſume to burſt through 
the ſanctions of the church confirmed by coun- 
cils and ratified by the univerſal -praftice of 
the faithful, is indeed an effort of hardineſs 
which it is difficult to charaQteriſe. The ſove- 
reign pontiffs who have filled the chair of 
Peter during the laſt hundred years, inſpired 
by beaven have properly defined it in their 
ſeveral condemnations of the ſchiſmatical or- 
dinations of the pretended Biſhops of Utrecht, 
whoſe condutt the layman invites our reſpec- 
table paſtors to imitate. But be it ſaid to the 
glory of God and to their praiſe, they will 
. reje the horrid propoſal, their orthodoxy, 
their virtues, their good ſenſe, their intereſts 
aſſure us of it. They remember the obedi- 
- ence which they have pledged to their head 
ſupreme, they know that all ſpiritual power 
is derived from him, that they diſcharge a 
mighty ſpiritual truſt by his delegation, and 
that from the moment that they ſhould vainly 
try to withdraw themſelves from canonical 
ſubordination, they would dwindle into inſig- 
nificancy, their authority would evaporate z 
no catholic could yield obedience to a ſelf, 
conſtituted doQor; he cannot preach unleſo 


he be ſent, he cannot ſupport catholicity if he 
e 
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violate unity; he may be with Ricci and 
Meindaerts, but he will be diſavowed by Jeſus 
and by Peter. Every catholic Biſhop is 
eſſentially ſubordinate to the general canons 
and laws of catholic union, every Catholic 
knows that the juſtice of theſe laws reſts upon 
the promiſe of Chriſt, and if a Biſhop ſhould 
preſume to emancipate himſelf from them, it 
would become the duty of every Catholic to 
look up to him who ſits in Peter's chair and to 
ſay with St. Jerom, © Beatitudini tuæ, id eſt, 
cathedræ Petri conſocior, Paulinum ignoro.“ 
ad Damas. 

But we have no apprehenſions of ſo griev- 


ous a ſcandal. Our zealous prelates are too 


well informed of the actual ſtate of religion 
throughout the church and of the refined malice 
of its enemies, to be terrified by their threats, 
deceived by their impoſtures or ſeduced by 
their flattery. An hoſt of foes are leaguedagainſt 
the ſanctuary, and the conſederacy of modern 
theology with modern philoſophy conſtitutes 
all their force. If foreign churches are deſo- 
lated by their diſmal ſucceſſes, we have alſo 
reaſon to deplore, that their artifices have 
enveigled a few well-meaning men among us, 
who unknowingly concur to forward a plan, of 
which they neither diſcern the malignity nor 
even ſuſpett the exiſtence. Thoſe arch- enemies 
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of catholic unity vent all their venom againſt 


the vicar of Chriſt, they ſpare, they flatter the 
inferiour paſtors, they even invite them to 


attack the common father as if he were a 


common enemy, becauſe they know that, the 
holy See once debaſed, the authority of Bi- 
ſhops would be ineffectual to countera® their 
deep plan of overturning the religion of Chriſt; 
They diſcredit prattical piety, they vilify 
the authority of the church, they deride her 
practices, they light her precepts, they con- 
temn her diſcipline, —but papal ſcandal is 
their ſupreme delight. Good God! whence 
is this jealouſy, this rage againſt the meek 


ſucceſſor of St. Peter? Why is He called 


a foreigner, an alien, who is the common 
father of all in Jeſus Chriſt, whoſe character 
and ſacred functions exclude all diverſity of 
nations and reunite all the ſons of God in 
one family? In the general ſolicitude of all 
churches, in the immenſe adminiſtration of 
Chriſt's kingdom on earth, has he negleQed 
us? © Hath he ever over-reached us by any 
of them whom he hath ſent to us?” 2 Cor. 12. 
Alas! without his paternal care we might 


yet be ſavages and idolaters. If Britain be 


Chriſtian, it owes its chriſtianity to Rome. If 
there be yet a choſen remnant of catholicity 
among 
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demong us, it is the tender care of Rome that 
has cheriſhed and preſerved it, it is to the ex- 
tenſive charity of the firſt Biſhop that we are 
indebted for thoſe very zealous prelates and 
miniſters of the altar, whom the layman vainly 
tries to arm againſt their benefaftor. To him 
they owe that pious and learned education 
which the partiality of our laws ſtill forbids 
them to obtain at home, and what an abomi- 
nation would it be, if they ſhould affront the 
Pope, who have been nouriſhed by his boun- 
ty! It is to Rome that we owe the edifying 
ſucceſſion of prelates, who for more than a 
century have dire&ed our ſpiritual concerns, 


and yet this very bleſſing is become a ſubjet _ 


of complaint. Upon the deſtruQion of the 
ancient catholic ſees by the ſchiſm of Eliza- 
beth, we devolved of courſe under the imme- 
diate juriſdiction and government of the ſu- 
preme paſtor; he has regularly ſent vicars 
among us, whoſe piety, learning and zeal 
would have adorned the primitive ages, and 
if for the convenience of the diſperſed flock 
he has veſted theſe men with the epiſcopal 
charaQer, we are to be ſtunned with complaints 
of extra- dioeeſan biſhops and of the canoni- 
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cal oath which binds all paſtors to their head®; 
we are to be called upon to ele& our own in 
defiance of him, who alone can give them eba- 
rater, juriſdiction and authority. If circum- 
ſtances would allow the ereQtion of new dio- 
ceſes amongus, Rome would as kindly conde- 
ſcend to our wiſhes, as ſhe has to thoſe of the 
American Catholics; but till this event can 
be realiſed, what can be more abſurd, than to 
cavil with a ſuperiour upon the right of chu- 
ſing the perſon, who muſt exerciſe his dele- 
gated authority? Highly do we reſpet the 
right reverend gentleman who has been ſo 
unanimouſly recommended by the firſt of our 
diſtricts, but he could neither deſerve our re- 


„This oath was known long before Gregory VII. 
St. Boniface had introduced it into France and Germany, 
where the ſchiſm of ſome Biſhops occaſioned the re-eſta- 
bliſument of it by that Pope. It has now for many ages 
been adopted into the body of canon law with the appro- 
bation of the catholic world. Our layman's chief objec- 
tion to it is grounded on the promiſe of obedience to the 
ſovereign pontiff, The obedience which is promiſed in 
the oath preſcribed by the council of Trent and in Pope 
Pius IVth's creed does not yield to it in energy of expreſ- 
ſion. Romano pontifici, beati Petri apoſtolorum prin- 
cipis ſueceſſori ac Jeſu Chriſti vicario veram obedientiam 
ſpondeo ac voveo.“ While our biſhops and clergy ſhall 
obſerve this oath, ſchiſm will make little progreſs among 
us. i 1 ö 
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gard nor claim our obedience, if he could 
ſubmit to be indutted by laymen into a miſ- 
ſion, to which the ſupreme paſtor ſhould not 
depute him. His candleſtick would be quick- 
ly overturned, if he preſumed to light it at 
any other fire, than that of the ſanftuary. He 
will not aſſume the burden which angels would 
tremble to carry“, unleſs the angel of the firſt 
church place it upon his ſhoulders. He will 
not attempt to open the gates of heaven to us 
till he ſhall have obtained the keys, and theſe 
keys were conſigned to Peter. He will not 
threaten to judge us with authority apoſtolic 
till he can find a chair to fit in, and in the 
range of nations there is not one which Peter 
has not erected, which Peter does not uphold. 
The zeal of Andrew, the charity of John are 
not perpetuated in a line of direQ ſucceſſion, 
their chairs are ſunk beneath the ravages of 
time, becauſe perpetuity was promiſed to that 
chair alone which is rooted in the rock, and 
from this rock flow the ſtreams of eternal life. 
Whatever prelate detaches his chair from 
this foundation of apoſtles, of which he 
corner ſtone is Chriſt, him ſhall that corner 


® Onus angelicis humeris formidandum. Conc. Trid. 
Sel, 6. c. 1. de reform. 
| S2 ſtone 
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ſtone cruſh, Whatever prelate flakes not his 
- thirſt © inthis ſame ſpiritual drink”? 1 Cor. x. 
in him will be verified the prophecy; © For- 
aſmuch as this people hath caft away the wa- 
ters of Siloe that go with filence, therefore 
behold the Lord will bring upon them the 
waters of the river ſtrong and many.” Iſ. viii. 
For thus, ſays the excellent Cabaſſutius, who 
applies the prophecy to aſpiring Biſhops, when ö 
they refuſe to ſubmit to the ſovereign pontiff 
of the univerſal church, they are baſely com- 
pelled to obey the dictates of the loweſt lay- 
men. „Sic enim renuentes ſummo univer- 
ſalis eccleſiæ pontifici ſubjici, comMeELLU N- 
TUR INDIGNISSIME LAICORUM JUDICUM 
INFIMORUM DECRETIS OBTEMPERARE. 
Theor. et prax. jur. can. |. g. c. 27. n. 6. 
The ſacred and genile authority of the holy 
See is the ſupport of epiſcopacy, it is the main 
, link of catholic union, it ſecures our faith, it 
ſoothes our ſufferings, and it ſtrengthens our 
affeftion and allegiance to our civil rulers. 
The ſplendour of the holy See is the delight 
of the ſons of God, never Can its deſtiny be 
indifferent to Catholics. With ſorrow they 
behold its eternal combats, and with joy they 
egunt the trophies hanging around it, which 
* 3&7 s 2 i 
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it has not ceaſed to win from hell during - 
eighteen hundred years. They wiſh with 
holy Tobias, that ſongs of gladneſs may re- 
ſound through its ſtreets, Tob. xiii. they wiſh 
with St. John that all the kings of the earth 
may bring their glory and honour to it. 
Apoc. xxi. © O Roman church, O holy city, 
ſaid the pathetic Fenelon, O dear and com- 
mon country of all Chriſtians! In Chriſt there 
is neither Greek nor Scythian, in thy boſom 
all nations melt into one, all are fellow citi- 
zens of Rome, and every Catholic is a Roman. 
O let not the children of the common mother 
conſider her a ſtep-dame, let them not har- 


bour vain jealouſies of her parental her ſacred | 
authority.“ & . 


Dzus qui errata corrigis & diſperſa con- 
gregas & congregata conſervas; ſuper popu- 
lum chriſtianum tuæ unionis gratiam clemen- 
ter infunde, ut diviſione rejecta, vero paſtori 
eccleſiæ tuæ ſe uniens tibi digne valeat famu- 5 


lari.“ © Oratio in miſſa ad tollendum 
ſchiſma.“ | 
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